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LETTERS 



Letters may have been 
shortened because of 
space. Some names may 
have been changed 


Venezuela 

Far from conceding ground to the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, as Paul 
Hampton states, I have been hammer¬ 
ing away over the last two months 
making the same points pretty much 
ad nauseum - as those who have fol¬ 
lowed the debate between us will 
wearily acknowledge. My purpose 
has been to provide a proper assess¬ 
ment of the balance of opportunities 
and threats facing the Venezuelan 
working class. 

Comrade Hampton in his latest con¬ 
tribution provides the sources for 
Trotsky’s discussion of the ‘special 
case’ of Bonapartism (Letters, Janu¬ 
ary 19). Trotsky, generalising from the 
situation in Mexico in the 1930s, 
sketches a scenario of imperialist dom¬ 
ination of the economy plus a weak 
national bourgeoisie, forcing bour¬ 
geois regimes to choose between 
aligning with the imperialists or the 
national working class. I find Trot¬ 
sky’s analysis impressionistic and 
lacking in the kind of detail that he 
would no doubt have fleshed out had 
he lived longer. 

The two articles that specifically 
discuss this theoretical issue were 
published after his death. Trade un¬ 
ions in the epoch of imperialist decay’ 
consists of a series of notes that were 
found on Trotsky’s desk after his as¬ 
sassination. ‘Nationalised industry 
and workers’ management’ was only 
uncovered by Joseph Hansen, Trot¬ 
sky’s former secretary in 1946 (see 
www.marxists.org). It was undated 
and unsigned, but Hansen conclud¬ 
ed it was written by Trotsky in May 
or June 1938. Paul Hampton puzzling- 
ly gives a specific and different date 
for this text. The other articles on 
Mexico do not specifically discuss 
Bonapartism -1 have not read ‘Latin 
American problems: a transcript’. 

Unfortunately, comrade Hampton 
has spurned my suggestion that he 
elaborate on what he considers to be 
distinct about Trotsky ‘special case’ 
of Bonapartism. Nor has he sought to 
explain how this form of Bonapartism 
should be applied theoretically to 
Venezuela today when, prior to 
Chavez’s presidency, the Venezuelan 
bourgeoisie actually appeared to be - 
economically, politically and socially - 
relatively strong. 

Nevertheless, it does seem to me 
that there are lessons to be leamt from 
the Cardenas presidency (1934-40) in 
Mexico - including a warning about 
the future direction the Bolivarian rev¬ 
olution could take. The historic role of 
Cardenas was to establish a civilian 
basis for the regime that had emerged 
from the Mexican revolution. Far from 
representing the insertion of the mili¬ 
tary into politics, Cardenas forced a 
number of military strongmen into re¬ 
tirement and strengthened the party 
that later became the Institutional 
Revolutionary Party (PRI). If we were 
to accept Paul Hampton’s narrow - if 
classical - interpretation of Bonapart¬ 
ism, we would have to say that Carde¬ 
nas essentially brought the 
Bonapartist era of Mexican politics to 
an end 

He implemented a wide-ranging 
land reform, expropriated the petrole¬ 
um and rail industries, and introduced 
forms of workers’ participation in 
workplaces. In parallel, Cardenas 
sought to incorporate the trade un¬ 
ions and peasants’ organisations with¬ 
in the PRI - special ‘sectors’ were 
established for them. He succeeded in 
creating a mass party. This approach 
was maintained over the following 
decades by the PRI, which practised 
a form of de facto one-party rule, 


based on corruption, electoral manip¬ 
ulation, clientelism and a phoney rhet¬ 
oric of nationalism and social 
revolution. 

Even though the military played a 
diminishing political role and no sin¬ 
gle ‘Bonaparte ’ figure emerged, I think 
the theoretical framework of Bona¬ 
partism is helpful in analysing the 
political evolution of this regime. In¬ 
deed, Trotsky nowhere mentions the 
role of the military in his analysis of 
1930s Mexico. His concern was to 
understand a bourgeois regime that 
was carrying through radical social 
measures and to establish a correct 
orientation for revolutionaries to¬ 
wards the regime. 

He supported the measures of na¬ 
tionalisation and strongly defended 
Mexico against the imperialist back¬ 
lash they provoked He urged his fol¬ 
lowers not to boycott the 
opportunities presented by the 
moves towards workers’ manage¬ 
ment At the same time he argued that 
the maintenance of working class in¬ 
dependence was crucial. 

A similar approach is appropriate in 
Venezuela and, for that matter, in rela¬ 
tion to all bourgeois governments - 
including social democratic govern¬ 
ments. It is the responsibility of so¬ 
cialists to support governmental 
measures in the interests of the work¬ 
ing class and oppose those that at¬ 
tack working class interests, while 
preserving the programmatic and or¬ 
ganisational independence of the 
working class. The highest form of 
that independence is the organisation 
of revolutionaries in an effective par¬ 
ty - however they decide to engage 
with social democratic formations. 

The Chavez regime differs from that 
of Cardenas in two crucial respects. 
First, the Venezuelan working class has 
seized the opportunities presented by 
the ‘Bolivarian revolution’ (especially 
in the last four years) to increase its so¬ 
cial and political weight. And, further¬ 
more, the regime so far has not 
coopted the forces unleashed by the 
combination of its social reforms and 
the fierce opposition of most of Vene¬ 
zuela ’s c apitalist c lass. 

So we see that the new constitution 
opens up new opportunities for popu¬ 
lar participation in politics. That the 
social missions, breaking with the top- 
down approach of the Plan Bolivar , 
and with the traditional state bureauc¬ 
racy, in the best instances have in¬ 
volved communities in planning and 
delivering the new social provision that 
has become available. That new com¬ 
munity organisations have sprung up 
all over Venezuela. That various exper¬ 
iments with ‘workers’ co-management’ 
have been launched. And, above all, 
that woikers have broken with the dead 
hand of the CTV to set up a genuinely 
independent trade union federation, 
the UNT. 

Second, by breaking with neoliber¬ 
alism, Chavez has broken with what 
in the current era (as opposed to the 
1930s) is the dominant project of the 
Latin American bourgeoisie. It is far 
from clear that, whatever Chavez may 
intend, it is possible to establish a sta¬ 
ble bourgeois regime in contemporary 
Latin America on an essentially social 
democratic (or corporatist) basis. 

It is comrade Hampton’s failure to 
take into account any developments 
that do not relate directly to the organ¬ 
ised working class in the formal sec¬ 
tor of the economy, or to locate the 
upsurge of working class self-activi¬ 
ty as an aspect of the Bolivarian rev¬ 
olution, that leads me to say he 
“misses the potential for movement 
towards socialism”. 

As I have emphasised, there are 
huge contradictions in the situation 
and many threats - including Bona¬ 
partist tendencies within the regime. 
However, I suggest again that com¬ 
rade Hampton refer to the documents 


of the formation to which he claims to 
be closest: the Party for Revolution 
and Socialism (PRS). His own analy¬ 
sis in Solidarity of the political decla¬ 
ration of the PRS is selective in the 
extreme. 

Where is his acknowledgement that 
the PRS commits itself to “defend, at 
the side of the Bolivarian people, ... 
the government of president Chavez 
against the putschist conspiracy of 
the oligarchic right and US imperial¬ 
ism, as well as all the democratic con¬ 
quests won through the process of the 
Bolivarian revolution”? Or that the 
PRS declares that it “will accompany 
the workers and the people in the ex¬ 
perience with this government but in 
seeking the perspective of the devel¬ 
opment of workers’ and peasants’ 
power - popular, participatory and 
active - until government is directly ex¬ 
ercised in a democratic manner by the 
workers”? 

That sounds an awful lot like my 
demand for Venezuelan workers to 
“take control of the Bolivarian revo¬ 
lution”. 

Nick Rogeirs 

London 

Class action 

Nick Rogers quotes Marx as saying 
Louis Napoleon constituted himself 
chief of the lumpenproletariat (‘Take 
control of the Bolivarian revolution’, 
January 12). 

Did Napoleon claim this? Is there 
any evidence for it? Marx listed a 
multitude of occupations and types 
that provided the active supporters for 
Bonaparte, including discharged crim¬ 
inals, pickpockets, gamblers, rag-and- 
bone merchants, pen-pushers, 
porters, etc. I really feel sorry for any¬ 
one who actually believes this. The 
list obviously reflects a prejudiced 
mind and we can only suspect it 
serves to paper over the cracks in 
what he previously ‘scientifically’ stat¬ 
ed about classes. 

Please believe me when I say, as 
someone with a working class back¬ 
ground and in a working class job, 
that different working class people 
have different (political) views and 
support different (political) figures. In 
2006 shouldn’t we all, by now, be aware 
how the history of Marxism and/or 
Stalinism is full of misleading claims 
that collective action is only taken by 
this or that ‘class’? Why is it that var¬ 
ious Marxists can be said to support 
different ‘programmes’, while ordi¬ 
nary people aren’t capable of having 
assorted reasons and purposes for 
why they do this or vote for that? 

At one point Rogers says about a 
Venezuelan coalition: “I certainly do 
not call for workers to support it.” Is 
this every single worker he is consid¬ 
ering making this call to? Exactly how 
could you do that anyway? What 
percentage of these workers do you 
imagine may be awaiting your lead? 
Nick thinks his Paul Hampton presents 
a one-dimensional picture, but they 
both fail to realise that the books of 
Marx are not a full, perfectly correct 
representation of life (in his time, let 
alone now). 

Bob Harding 
Norwich 

Pro-Chavez 

I wonder why your Mr Fischer did not 
ask Michael Lebowitz why he is such 
an ardent supporter of the anti-social¬ 
ist and increasingly dictatorial Hugo 
Chavez ( Weekly Worker January 19). 

IfFischer and your editorial staff are 
unaware of this they might like to read 
the July 2004 interview with Lebowitz 
that was published on 
www.S evenOaksMag. com. 

Karal Radek 
email 


False parallel 

On several occasions over the years 
I’ve come across Greg Tucker hold¬ 
ing forth about the historical parallels 
between the formation of the Labour 
Party and the campaign for a new 
workers’ party today, and it’s always 
struck me that his knowledge of the 
subject is sketchy, to say the least. His 
interview last week only confirms that 
view ( Weekly Worker January 19). 

Greg states: “The forerunner of the 
RMT - the Amalgamated Society of 
Railway Servants - was wedded to the 
idea of Lib-Lab MPs. It had Liberal 
MPs who were members of the union 
and supported what the union stood 
for. However, there was an argument 
by members of the Independent La¬ 
bour Party that the union had to move 
beyond that towards the formation of 
an independent working class party. 
This came together eventually in the 
formation of Labour.” 

This account of the ASRS’s role in 
the campaign for labour representa¬ 
tion is, to employ a technical Marxist 
expression, complete bollocks. The 
ASRS was never “wedded to the idea 
of Lib-Lab MPs”, for the simple rea¬ 
son that it never had any Liberal MPs 
in the first place. In the 1895 general 
election only nine Lib-Lab MPs (trade 
unionists who stood as Liberal can¬ 
didates) were elected, five of whom 
were members of the Miners’ Federa¬ 
tion of Great Britain. 

The reason why there were so few 
Lib-Lab MPs was that constituency 
Liberal associations were dominated 
by employers and other wealthy peo¬ 
ple who had no interest in having 
trade unionists represent them in par¬ 
liament. The MFGB was able to over¬ 
come this to an extent, because its 
membership was geographically con¬ 
centrated around the mines, which 
allowed them to win control of some 
local Liberal associations and ensure 
that miners’ leaders were selected as 
parliamentary candidates. 

ASRS members, by contrast, were 
distributed along the railways on 
which they worked, and the Lib-Lab 
road to parliamentary representation, 
as pursued by the MFGB, was effec¬ 
tively closed to the ASRS. This ex¬ 
plains why the union played a leading 
role in the developments that led to 
the foundation of the Labour Repre¬ 
sentation Committee in 1900. 

The immediate result of the LRC’s 
formation was the success of two in¬ 
dependent labour candidates in the 
1900 general election - one being Keir 
Hardie and the other the ASRS gen¬ 
eral secretary, Richard Bell, who sub¬ 
sequently became chairman of the 
LRC. (And if the LRC later came into 
conflict with Bell, it was because his 
friendly relations with the Liberals 
compromised the principle of labour 
independence - not because he was 
ever a Liberal MP.) 

The battle by ILP members to break 
their union from reliance on Liberal 
MPs took place not in the ASRS, but 
in the Miners’ Federation. It was a 
long struggle, because the MFGB 
leaders were reluctant to abandon a 
system that had provided the union 
with parliamentary representation and 
consequently some limited influence 
over Liberal Party policy. It wasn’t 
until 1908 that the MFGB agreed to 
affiliate to the Labour Party. 

I f Greg Tucker wants to draw paral¬ 
lels with political developments today, 
he should ask himself this question. 
Given that the MFGB proved so ob¬ 
stinate in maintaining its links with the 
Liberal Party, on the basis that it con¬ 
trolled a handful of local Liberal asso¬ 
ciations, how long does he think it will 
take to break the major trade unions 
from the Labour Party, into whose 
structures they are integrated at eve¬ 
ry level, and win them to his proposed 
new workers’ party? 


Martin Sullivan 

London 

Left Economist 

In response to Clive Fish’s letter, first 
let me state for the record I am not a 
member of the CPGB (‘SWP beacon’, 
January 19). I was, however, once a 
member of the Socialist W)rkers Par¬ 
ty and so I can speak from my person¬ 
al experience. 

Clive Fish says: “Your dreary little 
fantasy world, where the SWP is con¬ 
stantly on the verge of collapse, is 
pathetic.” If the SWP is not losing 
members hand over fist, could he 
please maybe explain to me how it is 
that by their own figures they have lost 
members faster than the Labour Party 
in the last few years? Labour has lost 
50% of it members since 1997. The 
SWP now has 2,000 members - down 
from 10,000 in 97: ie, 80%. If, as Social¬ 
ist Worker keeps telling us, the Labour 
Party is “on the verge of collapse”, 
what about the SWP? 

Also he says: “Your claim that there 
has been no serious discussion about 
our recent political turn is just bol¬ 
locks, given that the SWP central com¬ 
mittee has fought tooth and nail to get 
comrades to join Respect.” This 
shows that the idea of political discus¬ 
sion in the SWP is that the leadership 
decides something, and then tries to 
persuade the membership that it’s a 
good idea. What happened to social¬ 
ism from below? 

“Why else is there such an uneven 
distribution of good Respect votes, 
even when there is an experienced 
SWP organisation around?” Could it 
by any chance have something to do 
with the religion of people in wards 
with high votes? If you don’t believe 
me do your own research ... 

“A socialist who uses the internet 
and googles something about the 
SWP will frequently stumble across 
the Weekly Worker. However, that in 
no way suggests political support.” 
News flash, Mr Fish: most of the left 
read the Weekly Worker not because 
they agree, but because of its investi¬ 
gative reporting. It’s not so much 
Hello! as The Economist. You might 
not agree with it, but it knows its stuff. 
Hugo Shapman 
email 

No respect 

The whole Galloway debacle is not 
about the sadness of a foolish, bril¬ 
liant man entering Celebrity big 
brother , but the absolute fact that 
Galloway is not, in any way, shape or 
form, accountable to the Respect par¬ 
ty and its membership. That the na¬ 
tional secretary of Respect only knew 
of Galloway’s entry into the Celeb 
house 24 hours beforehand says it all. 

From the Socialist Alliance to Re¬ 
spect, the SWP leadership, rather than 
forging continuity, views all as ‘unit¬ 
ed fronts’: very many SWP stalwarts 
were not involved in the S A and still 
look on Respect as another united 
front, unconnected to themselves. 
Thus, the SWP, in its fallen member¬ 
ship, relies on these conservatives - 
who do not really worry about Re¬ 
spect (let alone join!). For these SWP 
members both Respect and the Big 
brother house are another country. 

I thought we (Respect) were differ¬ 
ent to parliamentary parties - in that 
we’d be wholly accountable and dem¬ 
ocratic. So does Galloway’s venture 
fit that bill? Has Galloway shown us 
‘respect’? No. I work with young peo¬ 
ple and they detest Celebrity big 
brother. George isn’t even getting 
through to young people. I can’t im¬ 
agine Asian and muslim youths are 
impressed either! CWU, Natfhe and 
other trade union workers have con¬ 
tacted me about the lack of accounta¬ 
bility and democracy via this episode. 
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Respect is no longer for them. 

The ‘bottom line’ is that any revo¬ 
lutionary, to echo Tony Cliffs words, 
has to tell the truth to the working 
class. Has the SWP told the truth? 
John Rees has stated that Galloway’s 
cat antics won’t reflect on Respect in 
the May elections. Er ... 

I was in the SWP from 1988 to 
around 2004, but if the leadership 
ploughs on with Galloway and media 
celebrity - over and above accounta¬ 
bility in this way - well, decline will 
follow decline. 

Rupert Mailin 
email 

Outrageous 

Your article on Galloway and Big 
brother would be funny if its weren’t 
such a sad commentary on the state 
of socialism today ( Weekly Worker 
January 19 - actually, the article is fun¬ 
ny anyway). 

How any ‘socialist’ could go on a 
‘reality’ show is outrageous. It’s like 
something from the film Network, 
where a Maoist guerrilla group has its 
own show on prime-time TV. 

Jason Farrow 
gnostics.com 

Ban abortion 

You support “a woman’s right to 
choose, at any stage of pregnancy”. 
Even on the day before a child is due 
to be born? 

You really are a bunch of hypo¬ 
crites. You shed crocodile tears over 
the death of child civilians in war, but 
support the maiming and torture of 
innocent, sentient beings while still in 
the womb. There is nothing leftwing 
about this. It is the ethos of death - 
the same ethos that led millions of 
people to Stalin’s gulags and Hitler’s 
death camps. 

What sickens me is that you dress 
this up in the rhetoric of‘women’slib- 
e rati on ’ and ‘ s oci ali sm ’. ‘ Stalinist fem¬ 
inism’ is a far more appropriate term. 
The ‘socialist feminists’ who support 
and encourage such atrocities are 
neither socialist nor feminist The orig¬ 
inal feminists, from Wollstonecraft 
onwards, opposed abortion as being 
a crime - against women as well as 
children. They considered abortion to 
be one of the worse forms of degra¬ 
dation of women, and a tool of male 
oppression. Socialism affirms the dig¬ 
nity of all human beings - it is the op¬ 
posite of socialism that declares that 
some are sub-human. 

A self-proclaimed elite has no right 
to speak as if they represent the inter¬ 
ests of all women - they represent 
nobody but themselves. Men have 
everything to do with ‘their struggle’ 
- The Playboy Foundation did not 
fund the ‘pro-choice’ movement for 
fun. This is an offence to the dignity 
of women. Not in my name! And not 
in the name of most of the women in 
the world, who agree with me that 
what you support is an atrocity. 

If it is acceptable to kill a child on 
the day before it is bom why not the 
day after or the week after? You would 
show less hypocrisy if you just came 
out and supported infanticide - which 
is what third-trimester abortion is. 

What kind of doctor do you think 
would agree to committing the crime 
you advocate? Only one who has re¬ 
neged on his or her ethics, an heir of 
Dr Mengele. Any doctor caught per¬ 
forming a third-trimester abortion 
should be prosecuted - as for the 
mother, it depends on the mitigating 
factors, as no sane individual would 
do such a thing as a free choice. If 
someone is really that desperate, they 
need social intervention and help, not 
legal infanticide. 

Women are ethical beings just as 
men are - and we do not want the 
‘right to choose’ to commit atrocities, 
thank you. 

LizHoskings 

email 


Ban alcohol 

Jim Dymond says I’m barking up the 
wrong tree ( Weekly Worker January 
19). Having seen addicts where I live 
commit suicide, rob a half-blind pen¬ 
sioner and set fire to the lift, and hav¬ 
ing had to wade through the piss, shit 
and puke of alcoholics who can’t con¬ 
trol themselves, after watching drunk 
kids beating each other bloody, I think 
not. There is aproblem and it demands 
a solution. 

Prohibition failed in America be¬ 
cause from the White House to the 
local sheriffs office it is a corrupt so- 
c iety. However, it still exists in the state 
of Utah and in some towns. It has 
worked fairly well inparts oflndiaand, 
of course, in the muslim countries. A 
socialist society with honest organs 
of security could make it work. 

I can see nothing wrong in working 
class women wanting to save them¬ 
selves from violence and their kids 
from hunger because their husbands, 
to escape the misery of their lives, 
had boozed away their wage packets. 

If the ruling class can profit by sell¬ 
ing poison, it will.Allitrequiresisthat 
workers turn up on Monday morning 
to produce more surplus value. Drug¬ 
taking isn’t some kind of harmless ex¬ 
periment: it is slow suicide. If theruling 
class wants to kill itself, I’ve no objec¬ 
tion, but do we try to save working 
people from it? 

Addicts need help (if needs be in 
secure places where help is on hand 
24 hours a day), not imprisonment. 
This could be frmded by the seizure 
of all the property of dealers. Those 
who profit from their misery need to 
suffer the sharp sword of the revolu¬ 
tion. The moral cesspit that is capital¬ 
ism is in urgent need of purging. 
Tervy Liddle 
E It ham 

Ban migrants 

One notices the absence of reports in 
the Weekly Worker regarding indus¬ 
trial struggles whose focus is the ad¬ 
verse effects of the expansion of the 
EU eastwards and the way the boss¬ 
es use cheap labour to undermine ex¬ 
isting labour conditions. 

For years you have argued that open 
borders benefit the labour movement 
and you have justified your globalist 
stance using Marxist scriptures! How 
do you differ from the TGWUbureauc¬ 
racy and their appalling sell-out of the 
Gate Gourmet workers - in particular 
their agreed policy, as written by Tahir 
Bhatti in their leaflet, that “Every work¬ 
er has the right to come to London look¬ 
ing for work”? Now that they do - in 
droves - existing workers are being re¬ 
placed by minimum wage labour. 

The issue of cheap, scab, imported 
labour will not go away, even if you 
abstain from reporting it. 

VN Gel is 
email 

Offensive gays 

The Festival of Muslims Cultures has 
announced that no event involving 
gay muslims will be accepted as part 
of its programme. The year-long fes¬ 
tival - which opened on January 24 in 


Sheffield - is one of the world’s larg¬ 
est ever muslim cultural events. 

Despite claiming in its promotional 
publicity that the festival will feature 
the “diversity and plurality” of mus¬ 
lim cultures, the festival has rejected 
a request to stage a photo exhibition, 
conference and film screening featur¬ 
ing the lives and experiences of lesbi¬ 
an and gay muslims. 

As the muslim affairs spokesperson 
of Outrage, I wrote to festival director 
Isabel Carlisle, proposing a lesbian and 
gay muslim contribution to the festival 
programme. In her reply, Ms Carlisle 
justifies the exclusion of gay muslims 
on the grounds that “We are not pre¬ 
pared to present works that will give 
offence to significant numbers.” 

Ms Carlisle has since claimed that 
the request for gay muslim participa¬ 
tion was rejected because the festival 
does not want to feature “political” 
themes. Our proposal was not politi¬ 
cal. It was fora series of cultural events 
about the lives and experiences of les¬ 
bian and gay muslims. We planned to 
organise these events in conjunction 
with gay muslim individuals and or¬ 
ganisations beyond Outrage. These 
were never envisaged as Outrage 
events. We made that clear. 

This ban is straightforward homo¬ 
phobia. It is deeply offensive to sug¬ 
gest that gay muslim people are not a 
valid part of the muslim community. We 
are shocked that a gay muslim event 
is deemed unfit for inclusion in the 
festival. 

Sponsors of the Festival of Muslim 
Cultures include the home office, for¬ 
eign and commonwealth office, Brit¬ 
ish Council, Arts Council of England, 
BT, Christies, the Corporation of Lon¬ 
don and Westminster City Council. 
The ban on a gay muslim event is 
clearly contrary to the equal opportu¬ 
nity and diversity policies of these 
institutions. It is quite shameful that 
they are sponsoring a festival that 
discriminates. It is appalling that a reg¬ 
istered charity is allowed to discrimi¬ 
nate against gay muslims. 

Lesbians and gay men are part of 
muslim faith and society. We are not 
going to be silenced or victimised any 
more. We are out and proud, as both 
gays and muslims. It is time the con¬ 
servative leadership of the muslim 
community got used to the fact that 
gay muslims are here to stay and here 
to fight We demand our rightful place 
in mosques and in muslim organisa¬ 
tions and events. 

Aaron Saeed 
Outrage 

SNP Christian 

I have just seen the letter from Liam O 
Ruairc in the No vembe r24 2005 Week¬ 
ly Worker. 

Can I put on record that I have nev¬ 
er married anyone, far less the daugh¬ 
ter of aB Special? I am a Christian, in 
the tolerant spirit of the Iona and Cor- 
rymeel a communities, and I am a mem¬ 
ber of the Scottish National Party. But 
these don’t explain my views on Irish 
republicanism, since they post-date 
my Reconsiderations on republican¬ 
ism and socialism by many years. 
Bob Purdie 
email 


PUBLICATION 

Draft programme 
of the CPGB 

In 1981 the Leninists of the 'official' CPGB 
announced their open, disciplined and 
principled struggle to reforge the 
Communist Party. This draft programme 
represents a milestone in this defining task. 

Now republished in pamphletform. 

£1.50 or *2.00 (including postage). 


draft 

programme 
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ACTION 


London Communist Forum 

Sunday January 29, 5pm: ‘Why we must look beyond Marx’s 
Capital ’, using Michael Lebowitz’s Beyond ‘Capital ’ as a study 
guide. 

Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh Street, London NW1 (nearest 
tubes: Regents Park, Great Portland Street). 

Sheffield Communist Foiurn 

Call Lee on 07908 904310 for more details. 

Cardiff Communist Forum 

Call Bob on 07816 480679. 


Eucharia must stay 

Demonstration, Friday January 27, 10am, Dallas court enforcement 
unit, South Langworthy Road, Salford Quays, Manchester. 

Timeyi, aged four, and his mother, Eucharia Jakpa, have been 
asked to report to Dallas court enforcement unit to prepare their 
travel documents. It is possible that once inside they will ‘disap¬ 
pear’ to detention and ultimately deportation to Nigeria. 

Defy section 9 

Working conference, Saturday January 28, 11 am to 5pm, Method¬ 
ist Central Hall, Oldham Street, Manchester. 

Organised by National Coalition of Anti-Deportation Campaigns: 
www.ncadc.org.uk. Supported by Liberty, British Association of 
Social Workers, Unison branches, NUT branches. 

Solidarity with detained 

Candlelit vigil, to follow section 9 conference, Saturday January 
28, 5.30pm, Peace Gardens, St Peter’s Square, Manchester. 

Called by Manchester Committee to Defend Asylum-Seekers: 
vivaphill2@yahoo. com 


Bums night 

Celebrate with Respect, Saturday January 28, 7pm, Citte of Yorke 
Public House, 22 High Holborn, London WC1. Tickets £14.50 
(available from national office) 


ViglforBereket 

Vigil in memory of Bereket Yohannes, dead in detention, 12 noon, 
Sunday January 29, Harmondsworth immigration removal centre, 
Colnbrook bypass, West Drayton. 

Called by Barbed Wire Britain 

Don’t deport Samina 

Public meeting, Sunday January 29, 2pm, St Sebastian’s school, off 
Norfolk Street, Salford, in support of failed asylum-seeker Samina 
Altaf and her two children. With actress Julie Hesmondhalgh from 
Coronation Street. 
ray steve @cohe n7 0 .fre ese rve .co.uk 

Socialist Historians Group 

1956 conference, Saturday February 4, 9.30am to 4pm, Institute of 
Historical Research, Senate House, Malet Street, London WC1. 
Sessions include: Suez, Hungary, Nasser and Egypt, the Commu¬ 
nist Party and the new left. Speakers: Sami Ramadani, Stan New- 
ens, Anne Alexander, Mike Haynes, Neil Davidson, Paul 
Blackledge. Entry £15/£ 10. 

Organised by London Socialist Historians Group: 07803 167266: 
conference2006@londonsocialisthistorians.org 

Hope not hate 

Billy Bragg’s tour against racism and fascism, April-June: 13 
venues in Britain and Ireland. In support of Unite, Love Music, 
Hate Racism and Searchlight. Sponsored by Amicus, GMB, RMT 
and Unison. 

Tickets: £25, £20, £15. Details: 020 8987 0123. 


No One is Illegal 

Advanced notice of national meeting, Saturday July 15, 1pm, 
Cross Street chapel, Cross Street, central Manchester. Refresh¬ 
ments from 12 noon, disabled access, entry by donation. 
www.noii.org.uk 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, email 
rdgroup@yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our Party’s 
name and address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in 
your will. If you need further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 


We have moved 

Please note the new telephone number for both the CPGB and the 

Weekly Worker. q 2 q gggj g^g 
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RMT CONFERENCE 


Representation 


As expected, the RMT’s ‘Crisis in working 
class representation’ conference was almost 
entirely a gathering of the organised left, 
writes Peter Manson. The union 
bureaucracy has no intention of founding a 
new political party 


T he small hall in Friends Meeting 
House was packed to overflow¬ 
ing for Ihe January 21 conference 
called by the National Union of Rail, 
Maritime and Transport Workers. Of¬ 
ficially Ihe hall holds 220 people, but 
every seat was taken and there must 
have been at least another 100 stand¬ 
ing, with dozens unable to get in. 

But this was hardly a gathering of 
trade union militants - the union 
members present were by and large 
political activists first and foremost 
and indeed the RMT had made no 
effort to mobilise its own members. 
All they would have known about 
it was from a couple of paragraphs 
advising them the conference was 
going to happen in two circulars - 
the last one in December. At the time 
of writing no report of the event has 
appeared on the RMT website. 

The bureaucracy had been obliged 
to call the conference by a motion 
passed at the union’s 2005 annual 
conference, but was clearly out to 
ensure that it was merely a talking 
shop, without any possibility of ac¬ 
tually doing something about the 
‘crisis in working class representa¬ 
tion’, let alone aiding the process of 
forming a new party, as many - not 
least the Socialist Party - still hope. 

That is why the RMT leadership 
deliberately booked a room that was 
far too small, kept the meeting to 
three hours, packed the top table 
and made it clear that no decisions 
whatsoever would be taken - presi¬ 
dent Tony Donaghey, in opening 
the conference, stressed this once 
again: “Don’t bother giving me any 
motions - I won’t be taking them.” 

The biggest left component present 
was the Socialist Party, whose com¬ 
rades really do seem to believe that a 
new trade union-sponsored party is 
not only desirable, but can actually 
be brought into being by the likes of 
RMT general secretary Bob Crow. It 
is true that comrade Crow continu¬ 
ally states that the Labour Party 
cannot be changed and that a work¬ 
ing class party is needed, but he 
knows full well that the unions - or 
even just one or two unions - cannot 
deliver anything (even if they - and 
he - had the will to do so). 

So in his own speech he stated 
that, while we should “continue to 
debate the way forward to get a 
working class political party again”, 
“what we want to come out of this 
meeting is a national shop stewards 
movement across industry”. This 
was utterly absurd, but that did not 
stop comrade Crow repeating it at the 
end of his speech. How on earth a 
“national shop stewards move¬ 
ment” was to be magicked into ex¬ 
istence by a meeting that took no 
decisions, had no delegates - and no 
shop stewards - is beyond me. 

Which road? 

Bob Crow declared: “We all want a 
socialist society. Some people want to 
take Ihe A road; some Ihe B road - but 


we’re all aiming for the same destina¬ 
tion.” It was Rosa Luxemburg who 
pointed out that reform and revolu¬ 
tion are not two alternative roads to 
the same destination: they lead in 
completely opposite directions. 

But it is not only comrade Crow 
who is ignorant of this basic fact. His 
ignorance appears to be shared by 
much of the left - not least the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party and Socialist Party 
- who believe that a (more leftwing, 
more democratic) Labour Party mark 
two would signify a step forward 
along the “A road”. 

Both the SP and SWP have demon¬ 
strated their faith in such a dead end: 
in the Socialist Alliance they proposed 
a variation on this theme - only nei¬ 
ther wanted the SA to become a par¬ 
ty. The SP will only support a ‘left 
unity’ project if it is at the helm itself, 
while the SWP (which was at the 
helm) thought a reformist, Labourite 
alliance would be the best vehicle for 
attracting recruits to the already exist¬ 
ing revolutionary party: ie, the SWP. 

Just about the entire left has it in 
their heads that there is an inevita¬ 
ble stage the working class must go 
through - that some halfway house- 
type formation is necessary. It would 
be better, they believe, if reformists 
like Crow would take the lead in set¬ 
ting this up; but, failing that, they will 
paint themselves in reformist col¬ 
ours, since they believe this is all that 
the mass of workers can be won to 
right now. That is what the SWP is 
continuing to do in Respect (with the 
added twist that working class poli¬ 
tics are watered down even further in 
order to appeal to the muslim estab¬ 
lishment). And it is what the SP is 
doing with its Campaign for a New 
Workers’ Party. 

SP general secretary Peter Taafte said 
as much in the November 2005 issue 
of Socialism Today : “It is necessary for 
any new formation or party to proceed, 
in the first instance, with a basic pro¬ 
gramme , which can unite significant 
left forces, appealing above all to the 
new generation” (my emphasis). For 
“basic” read ‘reformist’. 

Perhaps in order to counter criticism 
of this line, the SP leaflet handed out 
at the conference tries to appear more 
principled: “In the Socialist Party we 
recognise that any party which brings 
together important sections of the 
working class to fight against the big 
business onslaught on our conditions 
of life and work will be a huge step 
forward, even if its programme is ini¬ 
tially quite limited. However, it is cru¬ 
cial that a new party, if it is to succe ed, 
breaks completely with the existing 
pro-big business, neoliberal order. The 
Socialist Party will argue that this 
means the new party should adopt a 
democratic socialist programme” 
(‘Time for anew mass workers’ par¬ 
ty’, January 2006). 

In reality, though, the SPis trying 
to face both ways. Does it really be¬ 
lieve that in the unlikely event that a 
new party was set up by the left-led 


unions it would adopt a “democratic 
socialist programme” in the only gen¬ 
uine sense - ie, a revolutionary one? 
Of course not (and its own pro¬ 
gramme is merely left reformist in any 
case). What the SP would like is to 
constitute itself as a large left minori¬ 
ty within such an imaginary new for¬ 
mation. Failing that, if it ended up 
having to establish a new ‘broad 
workers’ party’ itself - ie, based on 
Socialist Party comrades plus a few 
hangers-on - you can be sure that it 
would play the role of substitute for 
the absent right. 

The SP comrades made up not only 
the largest, but most coherent bloc at 
the conference and, in addition to Dave 
Nellis t, who spoke from the platform, 
six of the 16 speakers from the floor 
were either SP members or close allies. 

Comrade Nellist said that what is 
needed is a party that is “new, open 
and democratic” - one that is “firmly 
rooted in the real centre ground”: the 
majority that opposes privatisation 
and wants better services. That 
should be the new party’s “clear 
theme”, he said. “Public ownership 
and rational planning of the economy 
is the only way.” He hoped that we 
could all “come back again” to Friends 
Meeting House for a more structured 
conference - only next time “down¬ 
stairs in the main hall”. 

One of the first SP comrades to in¬ 
tervene from the floor further expand¬ 
ed upon the nature of the putative new 
party they have in mind: “No-one 
wants to come to meetings to hear 
people like me having a go at the SWP 
or Workers Power,” he said In other 
words, it would be an ‘activist’ party 
where theory and democratic debate 
would be sidelined. He added: “The 
trade unions are in a position to re¬ 
establish the credibility of socialism.” 

Although this was a rank and file 
member of the SP, not one of its lead¬ 
ers, his contribution said a lot about 
the SP mindset. What type of “social¬ 
ism” can the unions - which sponta¬ 
neously limit their aims to the 
achievement of a better deal under 
capitalism - promote? 

Class question 

Another platform speaker with a high¬ 
ly questionable notion of what con¬ 
stitutes socialism was Colin Fox, 
national convenor of the Scottish 
Socialist Party. Comrade Fox won¬ 
dered: “What is it about the air in Lat¬ 
in America that sees a socialist 
government elected in Brazil, Vene¬ 
zuela, Bolivia, Uruguay, Chile ... ?” 

He asked: “Where do we go from 
here?” - and then answered his own 
rhetorical question: “It’s not for me to 
tell you what to do.” As a nationalist 
and reformist, comrade Fox believes 
that Scotland can take the Latin Amer¬ 
ican road to socialism on its own - al¬ 
though he sincerely hopes that 
England and Wales will follow at a 
short distance behind. 

Next to speak was John Marek, 
founder of Forward Wales - “a party 
that is unashamedly campaigning for 
the interests of the working class” in 
Wales. While we must aim for a social¬ 
ist society, said comrade Marek, in the 
here and now we “must work within the 
market system”. We could, for exam¬ 
ple, all buy a single share in various big 
companies in order to champion work¬ 
ers’ interests within them. The “market 
is not going to go away”, he said. 

Similarly, he thought that a “cam¬ 
paign for a change in the methods of 
procedure in the House of Commons” 



Bob Crow: 
ignorant of basic 
socialist 
principles 


should have high priority. He ex¬ 
plained that it is virtually impossible 
for individual MPs to propose bills at 
present. 

At least comrade Marek stands for 
a version of “working class represen¬ 
tation” - which is more than you can 
say for Jean Lambert of the Green 
Party, which re gards itself a s an organ¬ 
isation for left-minded people of all 
classes. “If a new political party ar¬ 
rives - fine,” she said. “Let’s spread 
the competition.” The Greens, after all, 
aimed to “break the monopoly ofpow- 
er” and she would be happy to form a 
parliamentary alliance with such a 
grouping. In the meantime, though, 
the “Green Party is certainly one of 
the choices on offer”. 

John McDonnell MP, leader of the 
RMT’s parliamentary group, apolo¬ 
gised for having to rush away to take 
his son to a football match. It was clear 
from his speech that he is not exactly 
in favour of an alternative to the Labour 
Party, despite his leftwing rhetoric (and 
he is well aware that leaders like Crow 
are not about to try and set one up). 

For those like himself who are “for 
socialist revolution”, things have 
changed “for the better” in recent 
times, opening up a situation that will 
give us “many opportunities”. Com¬ 
rade McDonnell was optimistic that 
socialism could be achieved within 
“20-30 years”. But “instead of the or¬ 
ganisational form we expected” there 
has arisen “a spontaneous movement 
that is almost revolutionary”. 


“Globalisation means exploitation 
for profit - people understand that 
now,” he said. “People have identified 
privatisation and are mobilising 
against it.” What is more, “Today you 
cannot become a trade union general 
secretary without being on the left and 
a rank and file activist.” 

Therefore, there was a “strong po¬ 
tential for a united front”. We can 
“have the debate about the best or¬ 
ganisational form - fine”. But it was 
important for all the various cam¬ 
paigns to come together. We must 
“link the issues - the common factor 
is capitalism”. In comrade McDon¬ 
nell’s united front, everyone would be 
able to “deliver their own organisa¬ 
tional assets”. 

He concluded by asking: “Is the 
Labour Representation Committee the 
best organisational form? I don’t 
know. ” 

Dead Labour 

Comrade McDonnell was politely ap¬ 
plauded, but he was virtually alone 
amongst the speakers in his (on this 
occasion unspoken) belief that it is 
possible to ‘reclaim’ Labour for the 
working class. Of course, as a bour¬ 
geois workers’ party, it was never re¬ 
ally ours, but most of the contributors 
have a completely one-sided view on 
the question. For them Labour is not 
only ‘beyond re claim’: it is dead as a 
site for struggle, either now or in the 
future. 

This is to completely misunderstand 


Fighting fund 

Big boost 


O ur January fund received a 
big boost following the 
screening of the film G8 - can you 
hear us? on January 22. Comrade 
TB, a long-time associate of the 
CPGB, came up with a magnifi¬ 
cent gift of £180. Brilliant! 

Last week has also seen three 
more standing order pledges - a 
new one from comrade MKS (£5 
per month) plus two increases - 
an extra £10 per quarter from PL 
and an additional £5 per quarter 
from IT. Thanks to all three. They 
are small amounts, but each one 
helps to make the finances of this 
paper just that little bit more se¬ 
cure. The extra regular monthly 
income pledged now comes to 


£ 13 0 a month sine e we started our 
special appeal at the beginning of 
January. 

Thanks also this week to com¬ 
rades KP, GB and FK, who each 
donated £10, plusCS, who con¬ 
tributed £15 via our online PayPal 
facility. She was one of 14,098 who 
read the Weekly Worker on our 
website over the last seven days. 

The good news is we have al¬ 
ready reached our newly in¬ 
creased monthly target of £600 
with five days still to go. We have 
£630. Thanks to all • 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, 
or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 
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crisis unresolved 


the role of Labourism. For most of the 
20th century it was the bourgeoisie’s 
‘ second 11 to be called on only un¬ 
der exceptional circumstances, when 
the preferred party of the ruling class, 
the Tories, ran into difficulties. 

What made Labour particularly use¬ 
ful was its left wing. In times of crisis 
the party could be turned to, precisely 
because of the left’s claim to represent 
the interests of workers, which could 
then be brought to the fore. Of course, 
the left was never able to win control, 
but its talk of socialism and the work¬ 
ers helped create the illusion that La¬ 
bour really would advance the interests 
of our class. Such hopes were always 
dashed by the experience of Labour in 
office, allowing the ‘first 11’ to once 
more take over the reins after a relatively 
short period. 

While right now working class mil¬ 
itancy is at a very low level, what will 
happen after the inevitable resur¬ 
gence? History tells us that this will 
produce a possible return to the par¬ 
ty’s former role as the workers’ false 
friend and the consequent revival of 
the Labour left. 

That is why it is foolish to write off 
the Labour left and downplay the im¬ 
portance of engaging with the Labour 
membership - and, when appropriate, 
undertaking work inside the party. But 
only Hilary Whinwright of Red Pepper, 
amongst all the afternoon’s speakers, 
acknowledged this salient fact. 

No Respect 

There was no place on the platform 
for a Respect representative - nation¬ 


al secretary John Rees had twice writ¬ 
ten to the organisers asking to be al¬ 
lowed to speak, but had been told the 
top table was already very crowded. 
However, there was room for one ad¬ 
ditional speaker who had not been 
advertised - Liz Screen of the Social¬ 
ist Labour Party! 

Arthur Scargill’s SLP was formed a 
decade ago as the first attempt to 
solve the “crisis of working class rep¬ 
resentation” following the ascendan¬ 
cy of Blairism. As a result of Scargill’s 
anti-democratic control-freakery it 
was reduced in a very short time from 
over 3,000 active members, including 
dozens of rank and file union mili¬ 
tants, to a mere shell of a couple of 
hundred paper members today. 

Scargill’s idea of left unity was for 
all the other groups to shut up shop, 
close down their journals and join the 
SLP under his command. He has al¬ 
ways rejected each and every appeal 
even for electoral cooperation. Yet 
comrade Screen had the cheek to say: 
“We don’t deserve to be the pariah 
of both left and right.” She stated: 
“The list of grievances against New 
Labour is endless. But the question 
is, what are we going to do about it?” 
After running through all the SLP’s 
virtues she added, not too convinc¬ 
ingly: “We will try to help find a way 
forward.” 

Presumably Scargill himself had 
contacted comrade Crow to ask him 
to let the SLP have a speaker, but for 
some reason the RMT is not too 
keen on Respect - or, more likely, on 
the SWP. 


Respect had called a caucus for its 
members before the conference - 
about 30 or so came along. At the 
caucus John Rees and fellow SWPer 
Nick Wrack outlinedthe correspond¬ 
ence between the RMT and them¬ 
selves. Rees asked comrades who 
might be called to speak from the 
conference floor not to overstate 
their disappointment that there had 
been no invitation and urged them 
to be upbeat about Respect’s 
achievements: “We should give a 
clear message: there isn’t going to 
be a way round Respect.” 

While comrade Rees pointed out at 
the caucus that the conference was 
to be welcomed, it was clear that he 
was not in favour of adopting any 
kind of concrete position in relation 
to its subject matter. We should just 
be nice to everybody, while promot¬ 
ing Respect. 

Five Respect comrades were able to 
speak and generally followed comrade 
Rees’s advice. ElaineHeffeman (SWP) 
and Salvinder Dhillon talked in gener¬ 
al terms about the need to work togeth¬ 
er, while Paul Holborrow (also SWP) 
promoted Respect more aggressively. 
While he had great admiration for com¬ 
rade Crow and the RMT (“If Bob Crow 
called for a one-day general strike, the 
response wouldbe overwhelming”), he 
implied that there was no point in all 
this talk about another party: “The ship 
has already left the port” 

Rees himself put it more modestly: 
“If new forces come in, that will make a 
difference. But we have made a start.” 
This, of course, begged the question: 


how precisely does comrade Rees en¬ 
visage these new forces ‘coming in’? 
Is Respect viewed as a mere holding 
operation, or should everybody else 
rush on board at the next port of call? 
Well, neither. Respect, just like the 
SWP’s other ‘united fronts’, is regard¬ 
ed as a means of recruitment and ex¬ 
tending its own influence. 

So it was left to Greg Tucker of the 
International Socialist Group and Re¬ 
spect’s national council to be more 
concrete. While it was important to 
win new members, we should not “ask 
the RMT to affiliate to Respect”. We 
should “ask them to build something 
better”. While you can say that this 
has the merit of thinking strategically, 
frankly neither option is realistic. 

Earlier comrade Tucker had been 
implicitly labelled a ‘sectarian’ by the 
SWP’s very own arch-sectarian, July 
Waterson. Speaking at the Respect 
caucus, she complained that it was just 
“sickening” that she had had to “run 
the gauntlet” of “every sectarian” try¬ 
ing to sell their papers outside Friends 
House. Comrade Tucker had been 
standing a few feet away from me dis¬ 
playing the ISG’s Socialist Resistance. 

However, within seconds of this re- 
maik, she was advising comrades to try 
to speak to “normal people” during the 
afternoon - and, if they succeeded, 
“sell them a Socialist Worker ” (she 
added as an afterthought: “... or give 
them a Respect leaflef’). 

Galloway subtext 

John Rees had warned the caucus to 
expect some flak over George Gallo¬ 


way’s appearance on Celebrity big 
brother. But he advised comrades 
not to “be on the back foof ’ if peo¬ 
ple made “snide comments”, as he 
thought they would. 

He was right. The first mention came 
with Dave Nellist’s remarks about how 
politics have changed over the last 30 
years: “Of course, today we have com¬ 
puters, the internet and Big brother ...” 
This seemingly innocuous statement 
was enough for the audience to col¬ 
lapse into laughter. 

The same reaction greeted John 
Rees’s comment about “meetings I 
and George Galloway have had” - the 
very mention of the second name was 
all it took. Comrade Rees stoically 
continued without even pausing, as 
if he had not heard the shouts of “If 
you can find him!” Even Liz Screen 
got a round of applause for saying: 
“We thought we’d seen it all until we 
saw Big Brother ”. 

And the SLP’s former doorkeeper-in- 
chief, Brian Heron, speaking from the 
floor, made an obtuse (if hypocritical) 
reference to the affair when, having 
referred to Respect, he said that in any 
new party, “We have to do it from the 
base upwards. We have to have the 
accountability of leaders.” Perhaps we 
can be charitable and say he has leamt 
his lesson after his treatment at the 
hands of Scargill. 

This series of comments and innu¬ 
endo- even bearing in mindthe make¬ 
up of the audience - must surely have 
reinforced comrade Rees’s percep¬ 
tion of Galloway’s venture as an un¬ 
mitigated disaster • 


Salma Yaqoob on Question time 

Making a difference? 


S alma Yaqoob’s appearance 
on BBC TV’s Question time 
on January 1 9 ought to 
have been the occasion for the 
voicing of a different, radical pol¬ 
itics, far removed from the normal 
establishment fare - if you believe 
that Respect is equipped with a co¬ 
herent set of radical policies, that 
is. 

Predictably though, Salma 
Yaqoob, Respect’s vice-chair, was 
not about to break the mould, 
coming over as the mainstream 
liberal that she is. On both the 
proposed single sex offenders 
register and two-women broth¬ 
els she came over as a slightly 
more caringBlairite than your av¬ 
erage New Labour politician. 
She even proposed a date for 
Gordon Brown’s ‘Britain day’ - 
June 15, the anniversary of the 
signing of the Magna Carta (in 
1215 the barons forced king John 
to give them their ‘fair’ share of 
the ruthless exploitation of the 
English peasantry). 

Yaqoob on occasion had the 
other panellists - Labour’s Chris 
Bryant, Ming Campbell of the Lib¬ 
eral Democrats, shadow trade sec¬ 
retary Alan Duncan and even Sir 
Andrew Green of Migration Watch 
- nodding in agreement with her 


sensible suggestions. On the govern¬ 
ment’s proposal for allowing two pros¬ 
titutes to work together from a private 
dwelling, she was “in favour, with cau¬ 
tion”. Yaqoob thought that providing 
the protection of safe houses, while at 
the same time offering encouragement 
for women to give up prostitution, was 
the road to go down. 

This debate became diverted by 
Campbell and Bryant into a general 
bash against so-called ‘people-traf¬ 
fickers’ who bring women into Brit¬ 
ain with the aim of forcing them into 
the sex trade - their illegal existence 
meant that they were unable to es¬ 
cape for fear of being arrested and 
deported. Pimps therefore feel free 
to beat them and pump them full of 
drugs. 

The answer that was crying out to 
be made was that no worker should 
be illegal - everybody should be able 
to come and go as they please. The 
abolition of border controls would le¬ 
galise such women at a stroke. But of 
course Yaqoob is unable to make such 
an argument, since Respect has con¬ 
sistently voted down such a position. 

Neither was she able to counter 
the position of Duncan and Green - 
that the legalisation of mini-broth- 
els would be unpleasant for the 
neighbours and should be opposed. 
Prostitution is hardly a desirable 


phenomenon. But instead of ban¬ 
ning such a desperate means of gain¬ 
ing a livelihood, we demand work or 
benefits - paid at a rate which guar¬ 
antees a civilized level of subsist¬ 
ence. Either way, sexual relations 
freely entered into should be a private 
matter - including when they happen 
to involve a cash payment. 

Salma Yaqoob is a social worker and 
her response reflected that, rather 
than adherence to any kind of work¬ 
ing class programme. 

On changes to the sex offenders 
register, she was uncritical of educa¬ 
tion secretary Ruth Kelly’s proposals. 
Instead of opposing this latest exten¬ 
sion of surveillance and control, 
Yaqoob said that the creation of a sin¬ 
gle register would be a “positive 
move” and she thought it was right 
that ‘experts’, not a minister, should 
be responsible for deciding whether 
an individual should be permanently 
banned from working with children, as 
Gordon Brown has suggested. 

On that other bright idea of Brown 
- a special national holiday to cele¬ 
brate our common Britishness - 
Yaqoob’s views were pretty much in 
accord with the official anti-racist, 
nationalist consensus. She stressed 
her own Britishness and that of peo¬ 
ple of migrant descent in general. 
True, unlike the other panellists, she 


thought there was “not enough immi¬ 
gration” since there are now “too 
many old people”, but Yaqoob clear¬ 
ly sees nothing wrong with wrapping 
ourselves in the union flag and pro¬ 
moting a classless identity. 

On the Liberal Democrats’ leader¬ 
ship election, Salma noted the advan- 
tage of appointing “a leader with 
gravitas” - she pointed out that 
Jacques Chirac is in his 70s and Ariel 
Sharon his 80s, and recommended 
Ming Campbell over and above an 
inexperienced youngster. 

The final, brief, question concerned 
George Galloway’s appearance on 
Celebrity big brother. Yaqoob said 
she was “as shocked as anyone” 
when she switched on the programme 
and saw Galloway walk into the house 
- she promised she “will have words” 
when he comes out. But George had 
“taken a risk” and she was hoping that 
it might come off. 

Not if his behaviour in the week 
since Question time was screened is 
anything to go by. The aim of Big 
brother is to atomise the contestants 
and provoke petty strife in the name 
of‘controversial’ entertainment - and 
Galloway fell for it hook, line and sink¬ 
er: he was bitching and backstabbing 
with the best of them. Far from ‘win¬ 
ning over’ millions of young viewers 
by the sheer force of his personality 


(let alone propagating an anti-war 
message), by the end he was wide¬ 
ly regarded by viewers and house¬ 
mates alike as a grumpy old man - 
a prime candidate for eviction. 
More than 67% of those who took 
part in the phone and text ballot that 
culminated in his removal on Jan¬ 
uary 25 voted for the Respect lead¬ 
er to be booted out rather than the 
other two nominees. 

Salma Yaqoob’s appearance on 
Question time was much more to 
the liking of the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party than was Galloway’s on 
Big brother. Respect national 
secretary, John Rees, speaking at 
the members’ caucus before the 
January 21 RMT conference on 
working class representation, 
proudly declared that it was only 
because of the achievements of 
Respect that Salma had been in¬ 
vited onto Question time. 

He did not explain what advan¬ 
tage it was to have a member fea¬ 
tured whose politics seemed 
virtually indistinguishable from 
that of the establishment parties. 
‘Making a difference’ is what mat¬ 
ters now - and to do that you have 
to tone down your politics in or¬ 
der to win elections (Big brother 
excepted) and get onto TV • 

Alan Fox 
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Tragedy, hoaxes and 


Norman 

Finkelstein 

Beyond 
chutzpah: on 
the misuse of 
anti-semitism 
and the abuse 
of history 
Verso 2005, 
£16.99, pp332 



T his week the establishment and 
its media are commemorating 
Holocaust Memorial Day. From 
1943-45 it is estimate d that between six 
and eight million people were put to 
death by the Nazi extermination ma¬ 
chine. They included communists, 
trade unionists, homosexuals, Roma, 
Slavs, but especially, in terms of the 
‘final solution’, Jews. 

A pathological Hitler and his crazy 
inner circle wanted to rid Europe of 
Jews and therefore set about organ¬ 
ising a modem-day ethnocide. The 
medieval ideology of anti-semitism 
was combined with social Darwinism 
and the techniques of modem indus¬ 
try. The whole process of killing was 
industrialised and run according to 
strict bureaucratic principles. Big cap¬ 
ital in Germany was no bystander: it 
actively cooperated and benefited 
from lucrative contracts and supplies 
of slave labour. 

Holocaust Memorial Day (HMD) 
does not remember the counterrevo¬ 
lutionary nature of the Nazi regime 
and the fact capital helped put the 
Nazis in the saddle of power. HMD is 
half about a doctored history, half 
about promoting an establishment, 
multiculturalist, view of the present. 
Stephen Smith, chair of HMD Trust, 
says the event is an opportunity for 
people of all faiths “to learn from a 
salutary past and expose all forms of 
racism - including islamophobia and 
anti-semitism - xenophobia, discrimi¬ 
nation and bigotry”. 

Despite that, the Muslim Council of 
Britain has decided once again to boy¬ 
cott HMD, on the somewhat inaccu¬ 
rate grounds that there will be no 
mention of non-Jewish victims of gen¬ 
ocide and mass murder. In turn, some 
have suggested that the MCB’s 
downplaying or denial of the suppos¬ 
edly “singular” or “unique” nature of 
the Nazi holocaust is evidence of 
some sort of latent anti-semitism. 

Recently, the chief rabbi, Jonathan 
Sachs, claimed that there is a “tsuna¬ 
mi of anti-semitism which is taking 
place a long way from this country, 
but of which Europe seems unaware”. 
Sachs went on to say: “Holocaust 
denial and hatred of Jews [are] circu¬ 
lating widely in best-selling books 
and prime-time TV” - and also made 
the brilliant observation that “the 
wars” in Chechnya, the Philippines, 
Indonesia, etc would “be happening 
even if Israel did not exist” (http:// 
news.bbc .co.uk/ 1/hi/uk/ 
4573052. stm). 

Perhaps in support of such conten¬ 
tions, the same BBC online article pub¬ 
lished figures from a two-year-old - 
and contested - report from the UK- 
based Community Security Trust, 
which monitors “anti-semitic inci¬ 
dents” . For the CST, 2004 saw a “huge 
rise” in such incidents - some 532 in 
total - of which 83 were “physical as¬ 
saults” (www. the cst org.uk/). 

So, seeing how we are in midst of 
an anti-semitic “tsunami”, what could 
be more opportune than Norman Fin- 
kelstein’s new book, Beyond chut¬ 
zpah: on the misuse of anti-semitism 
and the abuse of history ? This is a 
successor to The Holocaust indus¬ 
try: reflections on the exploitation of 
Jewish suffering , a work which made 
him less than popular in some quar¬ 
ters. Thus, one leftwing critic, Tobias 
Abse, ventured the idea that The 
Holocaust industry provided “con¬ 
siderable comfort to every holocaust 
denier, neo-Nazi and anti-semite on 
the face of the planef ’ ( New Interven¬ 
tions autumn 2000). 

As for our Socialist Workers Party 
comrades, they too were less than im¬ 


pressed - hence Alex Callinicos’s sug¬ 
gestion that Finkelstein’s work came 
“dangerously close to giving comfort 
to those who dream of new holo¬ 
causts” ( Socialist Worker July 22 
2000). This was an assessment echoed 
by liberal journalist J onathan Freedland, 
who opined that Finkelstein is “a Jew 
who doesn’t like Jews” and who “does 
the anti-semites’ work for them” ( The 
Guardian July 14 2000). More straight¬ 
forwardly, Leon Wieseltier, a bourgeois 
Zionist intellectual and literary editor 
of the US journal, New Republic, 
slammed Finkelstein as the lowest of 
the low: “He’s poison.” 

Or, to use the words of one critic at 
a question-and-answer session last 
year with Finkelstein at Yale Univer¬ 
sity, he is a “Jewish David Irving” 
(www.normanfinkelstein. com/ 
content. php?p^ 19#vd). 

Why such anti-Finkelstein animus? 
For the relatively simple reason that 
Finkelstein has steadfastly and re¬ 
morselessly chronicled how the Nazi 
genocide became ‘The Holocaust’ - a 
retrospective, ideological construc¬ 
tion that bears little or no relationship 
to the actual historical events). Un¬ 
settling though many find it, Finkel¬ 
stein reminds us that there is a 
perpetual battle - a class struggle - for 
the memory of the Nazi holocaust or, 
as he refers to it, ‘The Holocaust’, 
which has become transformed into a 
categorically unique historical event, 
one that cannot be rationally compre¬ 
hended. Indeed, according to some, 
so ‘unique’ is ‘The Holocaust’ that it 
is tantamount to anti-semitism or neo- 
Nazism even to attempt to make it the 
subject of rational or scientific inquiry, 
or to challenge accepted opinion. 

The holocaust is unique because it 
is inexplicable, and it is inexplicable 
because it is unique: anti-semitism is 
seemingly lurking in the interstices of 
history, just waiting for any opportu¬ 
nity to burst out and exact bloody ret¬ 
ribution. Here we have the mainstay 
of much of what passes for ‘holocaust 
awareness ’ in the officia lly orchestrat¬ 
ed, and highly ritualised, memorialisa- 
tion of the victims of Nazism - like 
Holocaust Memorial Day. 

Finkelstein’s first extended counter¬ 
blast to this irrational nonsense was 
A nation on trial: the Goldhagen the¬ 
sis and historical truth, which he co¬ 
authored with Ruth Bettina Bim. This 
work, enthusiastically championed by 
the SWP (before it did its volte-face 
and decided that Finkelstein’s ideas 
were too ideologically subversive to 
handle), was a scathing attack on the 
author of Hitlers willing execution¬ 
ers, David Jonah Goldhagen, who ar¬ 
gued that the German people were 
(and still are?) inherently anti-semitic 
and therefore the holocaust was an 


event just waiting to happen. 

For Goldhagen Adolph Hitler’s re¬ 
gime, or an analogous one, was inev¬ 
itable. History has always had it in for 
the Jews and always will - to say oth¬ 
erwise is to slip inexorably into anti¬ 
semitism. In the now notorious words 
of Abraham Foxman, national director 
of the Anti-Defamation League 
(ADL), responding to the assault of 
Finkelstein and Bim on Hitler s will¬ 
ing executioners , “The issue is not 
whether Goldhagen’s thesis is right or 
wrong, but what is ‘legitimate critic ism’ 
and what goes beyond the pale” (Nor¬ 
man Finkelstein The Holocaust in¬ 
dustry Verso 2000, p66). 

Obviously, ‘The Holocaust’ - and its 
attendant industry - was and is a bour¬ 
geois weapon to justify Zionism, and 
the actions and policies of the post- 
1967 Israeli state. As Finkelstein ar¬ 
gues, the “American Jewish elites 
didn’t become enamoured of Israel 
until after the June 1967 war, when it 
became politically and personally ex- 
pedientto be a Zionist. Likewise, they 
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didn’t discover the Nazi holocaust 
until after the June war, when it proved 
useful for deflecting criticism of Isra¬ 
el” ( Beyond chutzpah Verso 2005, 
p225). 

Indeed, the plain truth of the matter 
is that before the 1967 Arab-Israeli 
war, talk of the Jewish, Slav, Roma and 
other national victims of Nazism was 
viewed - particularly in the USA - as 
evidence of distinct communist-pinko 
tendencies. It was precisely in order 
to present the post-1967 Israeli region¬ 
al superpower as a victim state that 
the Nazi holocaust as a ‘unique’ event 
was invented, and the industry began 
for real. Ever since then, the remit of 
‘The Holocaust’ has expanded and it 
has been vigorously adopted - and 
generously financed and patronised 
from on high - by the western bour¬ 


geois establishment, eager to expro¬ 
priate the memory of the Nazi geno¬ 
cide. 

One pernicious variant of‘The Hol¬ 
ocaust’ card, for Finkelstein, is the 
invention of the “new anti-semitism”. 
Thus, when under pressure, Israel’s 
apologists “mount yet another metic¬ 
ulously orchestrated media extrava¬ 
ganza alleging that the world is awash 
in anti-semitism” - echoes of the chief 
rabbi’s comments? - and “this shame¬ 
less exploitation of anti-semitism del- 
egitimises criticism of Israel, makes 
Jews rather than Palestinians the vic¬ 
tims, and puts the onus on the Arab 
world to rid itself of anti-semitism rath¬ 
er than on Israel to rid itself of the oc¬ 
cupied territories” (ibidpi6). 

For a typical example of this “new 
anti-semitic” scaremongering, Finkel¬ 
stein quotes a comment of Foxman: 
“We currently face as great a threat 
to the safety and security of the Jew¬ 
ish people as the one we faced in the 
1930s - if not a greater one” (from 
Abraham H Foxman’s Never again? 
The threat of the new anti-semitism 
New York 2003, p4). 

Not that Foxman’s views, and lan¬ 
guage, are entirely new, of course - it is 
part of a “long, ignoble tradition”, as 
Finkelstein puts it. For instance, former 
ADL leaders Arnold Forster and Ben¬ 
jamin R Epstein published in 1974 a 
book entitled The new anti-semitism. 
In this Forster and Epstein attacked 
Norman Jewison’s cinematic version of 
Andrew Lloyd Webber’s stage musi¬ 
cal, Jesus Christ superstar - ranting 
about how “from an anti-semitic stage 
production, he created an even more 
anti-semitic film”. Furthermore, Jesus 
Christ superstar is condemned for 
perpetuating the lie that “the Jews, 
collectively, killed Chrisf’, and for fol¬ 
lowing “the old, primitive formulation 
of the passion play, the spirit of which 
was discarded by Vatican II” (quoted 
in Beyond chutzpah p22). 

Then fast-forward to 2004 and you 
see F oxman and the ADL attacking 
Mel Gibson’s film, The passion, on 
similar grounds. Here, Finkelstein 
points out the obvious hypocrisy in¬ 
volved: “But the primary target audi¬ 
ence of The passion was exactly those 
Christian fundamentalists with whom 
ADL has been aligned for years” (ibid 
p23). In fact, Ralph Reed of the fanat¬ 
ically pro-Israel Christian Coalition 
frequently addresses ADL meetings! 

In which case, asks Finkelstein, 
“why the selective indignation against 
Gibson?” (ibid p23). Simple - here was 
a golden opportunity to “whip up 
hysteria about the new anti-semitism”. 
Not only that: for the purveyors of 
this particular myth, “The crisis of The 
passion was a win-win situation: if 
Gibson caved in, it would broadcast 
the message not to mess with Jews; 
and if he didn’t, it would prove the 
omnipresence of anti-semitism.” 

Of course, for the ideologues of the 
“new anti-semitism”, their main and 
primary mission is to intimate that 
hostility to Israel, or just anti-Zionism 
in general, is in fact proof of actual anti¬ 
semitism. So in the United States, as 
argued by Forster and Epstein in The 
new anti-semitism, this “threat” ema¬ 
nates from the “radical left” - such as 
the Socialist Workers Party, the Com¬ 
munist Party of the United States of 
America, the (Maoist) Progressive 
Labor Party, etc - “even if’, as Finkel¬ 
stein caustically notes, “their com¬ 
bined constituency could have 
comfortably fit into a telephone 
booth” (ibid p24). But, regardless of 
this fact, Forster and Epstein main¬ 
tained that the left “represents a dan¬ 
ger to world Jewry at least equal to the 


danger on the right” (ibid p25). 

But the “new anti-semitism” does 
not end there - far from it. The former 
ADL leaders also declared that the 
“line had been crossed” (into the 
“new anti-semitism”) with regards to 
the peace movement as a whole - es¬ 
pecially the churches. Therefore, 
when the National Council of Church¬ 
es called for “the recognition of the 
right of Palestinian Arabs to a “home 
acceptable to them”, which “must 
now be a matter of negotiation”, then 
it followed that this was incipient anti¬ 
semitism. Or when a Quaker publica¬ 
tion asserted that “Egypt and Israel 
were equally guilty for the outbreak 
of the June 1967 war”, then that too 
was a reprehensible sign of anti¬ 
semitism (my emphasis ibid p25). Af¬ 
ter all, ‘plucky’ Israel was an innocent 
victim of Arab aggression - as every 
reasonable, god-fearing, person 
knows. 

Naturally, as Finkelstein remarks, 
“the occasional public mention of an 
American Jewish lobby mobilising 
support for Israel or, even more rare, 
of US hypocrisy in the Israel-Arab 
conflict was likewise adduced by For¬ 
ster and Epstein as primafacie evi¬ 
dence of anti-semitism” (ibid p26). 

With the Israeli invasion of Leba¬ 
non in 1982, this doctrine became even 
more ‘hard-line’ and intolerant - as 
made apparent by the appearance in 
the same year of Nathan and Ruth 
Ann Perlmutter’s The real anti¬ 
semitism. In this work, the danger of 
‘right’ anti-semitism has almost com¬ 
pletely disappeared - now the great¬ 
est danger to Jewry comes from the 
left (essentially defined as anything to 
their left). Now, we are in a paranoid 
world where the ‘real’ anti-semitism 
was defined as any challenge inimical 
to Jewish interests - which for the 
Perlmutters are threatened by “a-se- 
mitic” governmental policies. If left 
unchallenged and unchecked, this “a- 
semitism” can lead to the re-emer¬ 
gence of “classical” anti-semitism - 
which is always waiting in the wings. 
Naturally, to criticise Israel in virtual¬ 
ly any shape or form is symptomatic 
of“a-semitism”; therefore ... 

Why this escalation of‘anti-leftism’ 
from the promulgators of the “new 
anti-semitism” theory? Finkelstein 
convincingly argues: “Yet the likelier 
reason for this relative silence on the 
right was that American Jewish elites 
had now aligned themselves with - 
indeed, more and more belonged to - 
the right, apart from its lunatic fringe 
.... Domestically, as institutionalised 
anti-semitism all but vanished and 
American Jews prospered, the bonds 
linking Jews to their erstwhile ‘natu¬ 
ral allies’ on the left and among other 
discriminatedminorities eroded. Amer¬ 
ican Jewish elites increasingly acted 
to preserve and protect their class, 
and even ‘white’ privilege” (original 
emphasis ibid pp28-29). 

But the very real problem, and the 
very real danger - as often alluded to 
by Finkelstein in all his works - is the 
plain fact that the constant “mislabel¬ 
ling of legitimate challenges to Jewish 
privilege and power as anti-semitism” 
only helps to breed “irrational resent¬ 
ment of Jews” (ibid p30). Effectively, 
the likes of the ADL want to reverse 
cause and effect when it comes to the 
Israel-Palestine conflict. 

In Beyond chutzpah, Finkelstein’s ire 
is particularly directed against the Har¬ 
vard law professor, Alan Dershowitz - 
especially his influential apologia, The 
case for Israel (New York). Indeed, the 
very title of Finkelstein’s new book is 
a pun, or word play, upon Dershowitz’s 
2004 autobiography, Chutzpah, where 
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he stakes his claim to be a civil “liber¬ 
tarian” and a noble andupright defend¬ 
er of the truth. 

The case for Israel - at least in Fin- 
kelstein’s view - is the ‘spiritual’ suc¬ 
cessor to Joan Peters’ From time 
immemorial: the origins of the Arab- 
Jewish conflict over Palestine , pub¬ 
lished in 1984. This book received 
glowing praise from all and sundry 
and the first edition became a runaway 
national bestseller - reprinted to sev¬ 
en hardback printings. Peters’ central 
thesis - “apparently supported by 
nearly 2,000 notes and a recondite de¬ 
mographic study” (Beyond chutzpah 
pi) - was that Palestine had been vir¬ 
tually empty on the eve of Zionist col¬ 
onisation and that the Jewish settlers 
made the deserted and barren parts of 
Palestine bloom. So much so, in fact, 
that Arabs from neighbouring states 
and other parts of Palestine migrated 
to the Jewish areas and then pretend¬ 
ed to be indigenous inhabitants. For 
Peters, Golda Meir was right - there 
were no such thing as Palestinians. 

But, Finkelstein reminds us, Peters’ 
work was a “colossal hoax” - the “cit¬ 
ed sources were mangled”, the “key 
numbers in the demographic study fal¬ 
sified”, large parts had been “plagia¬ 
rised from Zionist propaganda tracts”, 
and so on. As with the holocaust in¬ 
dustry proper, when it comes to works 
about the Israe 1-Palestine conflict, we 
have “sheer fraud masquerading as 
serious scholarship” - the mecha¬ 
nisms of “quality control function 
barely, if at all” (ibid ppl6-17). 

Dershowitz’s The case for Israel is 
yet another addition to the “genre” of 
ideologically driven ‘scholarship’. Not 
only is it one of the “most spectacular 
academic frauds ever published on the 
Israel-Palestine conflict”: it is an ex¬ 
traordinary lazy one as well - seeing 
how Dershowitz “appropriates large 
swathes from the Peters hoax”. 
Though, as Finkelstein ironically says, 
“whereas Peters falsified real sources”, 
Dershowitz “goes one better and cites 
absurd sources or stitches evidence 
out of whole cloth” (ibid p2). 

Dershowitz’s central thesis in The 
case for Israelis certainly a grand one: 
“That no nation in the history of the 
world that has faced comparable 
threats to its survival - both external 
and internal - has ever made greater 
efforts at, and has ever come closer 
to, achieving the high norms of the 
rule of law. Yet no civilised nation in 
the history of the world ... has ever 
been as repeatedly, unfairly and hyp¬ 
ocritically condemned and criticised 
by the international community as 
Israel has been over the years. The net 
result is that the gulf between Israel’s 
actual record of compliance with the 
rule of law and it sperceived record of 
compliance with the rule of law is 
greater than for any other nation in 
history” (original emphasis - quoted 
ibid p91). 

This leads Dershowitz to conclude 
- don’t laugh now - that Israel’s hu¬ 
man rights record is “generally su¬ 
perb” (quoted ibid p91). Incredibly, as 
Finkelstein informs us, despite mak¬ 
ing such an extraordinary claim “nev¬ 
er once does Dershowitz cite a single 
mainstream human rights organisa¬ 
tion to support any of his claims" (ibid 
p92). 

And the reason? Simply, because to 
do so would immediately expose his 
claim to be utterly preposterous and 
self-evidently false. B’Tselem (Israeli 
Information Centre for Human Rights 
in the Occupied Territories), the Public 
Committee against Torture in Israel, 
Physicians for Human Rights Israel, 
Amnesty International, Human Rights 


Watch, etc have all painstakingly de¬ 
tailed Israel’s voluminous atrocities. 

Here are a few brief snippets. For 
B’Tselem, “What renders Israel’s 
abuses unique throughout the world 
is the relentless efforts to justify what 
cannot be justified” - indeed, Israel 
was “the only country in the world 
where torture was legally sanctioned”. 
David Kretzmer, aprofessor at Hebrew 
University: “The Israel supreme court 
has “rationalised virtually all contro¬ 
versial actions of the Israeli authori¬ 
ties.” Amnesty International: a 1997 
ruling by the Israeli supreme court 
was “unprecedented in the world”, in 
that it “legalised hostage-taking”, and 
since 1967 Israel has “routinely tor¬ 
tured Palestinian political suspects”. 
And so on (all quoted ibid p221). 

Not that this prevents Dershowitz 
from haughtily declaring that Amnes¬ 
ty has “failed the test of even-hand¬ 
edness” - unfavourably comparing it 
with ‘authentic’ human rights organ¬ 
isations like the ADL, whose concern 
is “the universal rights of all human 
beings” (quoted ibid pp93-94). 

In Beyond chutzpah , Finkelstein 
meticulously - almost tortuously-jux¬ 
taposes page by page, line by line, the 
findings of all the mainstream human 
rights organisations on Israel’s record 
with Dershowitz’s increasingly bizarre, 
and extremely distasteful, profusion 
of ‘evidence’ for Israel’s saintliness. 

When confronted by professor 
Dershowitz’s cooked-up statistics and 
figures, Finkelstein’s conclusion is 
hardly surprising: “... it’s difficult to 
find a single claim in his human rights 
chapters or, for that matter, any other 
chapter in The case for Israel that, 
among other things, doesn’t distort a 
reputable source or reference a pre¬ 
posterous one .... The chasm separat¬ 
ing these repressive accounts of 
Israel’s record cannot be bridged. Ei¬ 
ther mainstream human rights organ¬ 
isations and independent experts have 
engaged in a vast anti-semitic conspir¬ 
acy to defame Israel, or Dershowitz 
has egregiously misrepresented the 
factual record. No third possibility 
exists” (ibid pp222-223). 

All in all, Dershowitz’s book de¬ 
serves to have “the same shelf life as 
the latest publication of the Flat Earth 
Society” - but, regrettably, the “sys¬ 
tematic institutional bias ” that exists 
in the United States “allows for books 
like The case for Israel to become 
national best-sellers” (ibid p224). 

In the appendix, it is worth noting, 


Finkelstein provides an illuminating 
insight into Dershowitz’s ‘method’ 
and nakedly pro-Zionist agenda. In 
The case for Israel, he devotes many 
pages to the mufti of Jerusalem, Haj 
Amin al-Husseini, who was the lead¬ 
er of the Palestinian national move- 
m ent during the B ritish mandate years. 
Yes, as is well documented, the mufti 
personally collaborated with the Na¬ 
zis - up to a point. However, that is not 
enough for Dershowitz - he goes on 
to makes the assertion that the Nazis 
actually financed the 1936-39 Arab 
revolt - and, furthermore, that the mufti 
“was personally responsible for the 
concentration camp slaughter of thou¬ 
sands of Jews” and “bore significant 
responsibility for the holocaust” 
(quoted ibid p277). 

Yet there is absolutely no evidence 
- scholarly or otherwise - for such a 
damning claim. True, Dershowitz cites 
Benny Morris’s Righteous victims: a 
history of the Zionist-Arab conflict 
1881-1999 (New York 1999) as his 
source material - but the only problem 
is that Morris does not mention any 
such thing about the mufti. In fact, the 
only source for the ‘mufti story’ is an 
opinion columnist, Sarah Honig, in the 
rightwing Jerusalem Post (‘Fiendish 
hypocrisy II: the man from Klopstock 
Street’, April 6 2001) - to which Der¬ 
showitz makes no reference or credit, 
even though that could have been the 
only place where he got his ‘evidence’ 
from. 

However, what Dershowitz also 
does not mention is that in late 1940 
the dissident rightwing Zionist organ¬ 
isation, IZL in Israel, sought an agree¬ 
ment with the Nazis on the basis of a 
“collusion of interests” between the 
“new Germany and the reborn 
volkisch-nationalen Hebraertum ” 
and for the purpose of “the re-estab- 
lishment of the Jewish state in its his¬ 
toric borders, on a national and 
totalitarian basis, allied with the Ger¬ 
man Reich. For this aim, IZL in Israel 
made repeated appeals to Nazis. Inter¬ 
estingly enough, a member of this 
group of would-be Nazi collaborators 
was a certain Yitzhak Shamir - who 
went on to become Israeli prime min¬ 
ister. 

The high-profile lies and distortions 
peddled by the holocaust industry will 
continue to inflict themselves on the 
world - but, equally as sure, Norman 
Finkelstein will be there to swat them 
down# 
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SWP 


Victim of 'democracy’ 



SW Kenning 

comments on SWP 
paranoia 

S ome odd rumours did the 
rounds at the recent annual 
conference of the Socialist 
Worker Party (January 6-8). A number 
of the comrades who had attended 
breathlessly informed us that the 
meeting had been “infiltrated” by an 
“anarchist group” of some stripe. As 
it turns out, the truth is rather less dra¬ 
matic - but much more disturbing from 
the point of view of the politic al health 
of the revolutionary left. 

A young SWP comrade, Matt Kidd 
of Northampton branch, attended the 
first day and, that evening, posted 
some mildly critical reports of the pro¬ 
ceedings on a bulletin board of the 
non-aligned lefty website, Urban 75 
(w ww .ur b an7 5. com). 

One contributor - ‘Pilgrim’ - had 
sarcastically observed: “... if SWP 
security is as good as usual, we 
should be able to read [a report of the 
conference] in the Weekly Worker in 
a couple of days. That said, it could 
be interesting to have a debate that 
doesn’t descend into a farce of how 
‘brilliant! ’, ‘wonderful! ’ and ‘historic!’ 
opportunities for the working c lass are 
developing before our eyes.” 

Comrade Kidd, who - judging from 
his contributions to this lively website 
- was a loyal SWPer, if a little naive, 
was actually quite proud of what he 
had seen that day of his organisation’s 


democratic culture. Critical points 
were “debated all day today. It was a 
great conference,” he assured ‘Pil¬ 
grim’ and others (posting, January 7). 

He gave a thumbnail sketch of some 
of the meeting’s few points of contro¬ 
versy, first informing people of the 
number of votes leading dissenter 
John Molyneux attracted in the central 
committee elections: “57. About 10 ab¬ 
stained. [The CC recommended list] 
got 208. Many people came up to John 
Molyneux beforehand saying that 
they agreed with some of his views, yet 
didn’t think they could vote for him for 
some reason ... Someone tried to start 
a debate about the religious hatred bill. 
John Rees claimed this had been ‘de¬ 
bated’ in the paper and at a caucus. 
This wasn’t voted on, however, yet I 
got the feeling that many were unde¬ 
cided on this issue. 

“... the majority voted for the slate 
the CC put forward, yes. But... after a 
long debate, in which John Molyneux 
spoke, and then Callini cos replied Five 
speakers then spoke for John (includ¬ 
ing me and ex-C Cmember [name delet- 
ed; this and other deletions were 
retrospectively inserted into his post¬ 
ings by Matt Kidd himself - see below]), 
and five for the CC slate (including 
John Rees and Lindsey German). 

“About 10 contributors throughout 
the day criticised certain lines of the 
leadership: for example, John Mo¬ 
lyneux claimed that the leadership had 
a tendency to exaggerate membership 
figures, exaggerate imminent ‘break¬ 
throughs’, etc. The main issue that was 
debated wa s the fa ct that John claimed 


that the CC wasn’t honest about the 
level of class struggle: the fact that the 
number of strikes is one-tenth of what 
they were in the ‘downturn’. You can 
read his main arguments in the Week¬ 
ly Worker. 

“... myself, [name deleted], [name 
deleted], John Molyneux and a cou¬ 
ple of others put forward this view. 

“All throughout the day, in meet¬ 
ings such as ‘Leninism in the 21st 
century’, speakers from the CC were 
giving John Molyneux stick. Chris 
Harman even went as far as to say 
that a central committee should be 
homogenous! (which was criticised in 
the CC elections debate). 

“[Name deleted] said this was the 
best conference he’d been to in years. 
This was because there were a minor¬ 
ity of members, spurred on by Mo¬ 
lyneux’s decision to stand, I think, 
which were confident about standing 
up to the leadership. The day started 
off with the usual studenty speakers, 
telling us how we need to build this 
and that, but, as the day went on, the 
speeches got more and more impor¬ 
tant to the running of the party. 

“Although John only got 57 votes, 
that’s the biggest rebellion the party 
has seen in decades. It was a good re¬ 
sult! Hopefully this will encourage the 
CC to be more honest and the SWP to 
be more democratic” (January 7). 

This is mildly interesting stuff, but 
hardly political dynamite. Yet for these 
comments comrade Kidd found him¬ 
self‘grassed’ to the leadership by 
some SWP toady on the same discus¬ 
sion thread. He was denounced by a 
central committee member at the con¬ 
ference’s morning session the next 


day (which he missed) for his treach¬ 
erous breach of the party’s security - 
he had not only revealed conference 
proceedings, but had also named 
three comrades whose jobs were thus 
placed in jeopardy (as, apparently, the 
Weekly Worker has recently done, it 
was suggested). The conference then 
voted - unanimously, we are told - to 
suspend comrade Kidd and refer the 
matter to the disputes committee. 
However, the comrade subsequently 
resigned from the organisation - a mis¬ 
take in our view. 

If the vote to suspend this comrade 
was indeed unanimous, then the likes 
of John Molyneux and those who 
supported his CC candidacy have 
certainly revealed the limited nature of 
their politics. 

It is quite clear that this sort of pseu- 
do-‘hard’ posturing on security has 
nothing to do with external threats: it 
is a mode of bureaucratic control 
over SWPers themselves - a crude 
policing device. 

First, think about the absurdity of 
the charge that comrade Kidd endan¬ 
gered the livelihoods of three SWPers 
by naming them in the first versions 
of his postings. As ‘Cockneyrebel’ 
pointed out on the discussion thread, 
“Matt - the three names you men¬ 
tioned have all been published in So¬ 
cialist Worker recently. One of them 
is an election candidate, for fuck’s 
sake. It’s absolute bollox that this 
could ‘cost someone their jobs’. By 
that rate, they should sack the editor 
of SW. Check out the search section 
on the SW paper site and put those 


names in” (posting, January 9). 

The Weekly Worker has found itself 
on the receiving end of the same sort 
of idiotic charge. Yet it is obvious that 
any comrade employed in a political¬ 
ly sensitive bourgeois job would use 
a cadre name for political work - par¬ 
ticularly if they wrote openly in the left 
press, stood in elections, wrote con¬ 
tributions to ‘internal’ bulletins that 
were more often than not widely re¬ 
ported by other publications and at¬ 
tended a policy-making conference 
along with hundreds of other people. 

The notion that a measure of such 
elementary security as changing your 
name would not be taken if one’s se¬ 
curity might otherwise be jeopardised 
is just too bizarre to seriously credit. 

Second, there is the implication that 

- until reckless anareho-saboteurs of 
the likes of Matt Kidd reveal all - the 
state’s secret services are somehow 
in the dark about who is actually in 
the SWP. Comrades, get real... 

The secret state knows the SWP 
from top to bottom. It runs agents in 
its ranks. It knows the personal foi¬ 
bles, peccadilloes and eccentricities of 
its leadership. That is not conjecture 

- it is certain, like death and taxes. It is, 
indeed, what we pay our taxes for. If 
the secret services decided to get vul¬ 
nerable SWP comrades sacked, they 
would hardly have to wait for comrade 
Kidd to casually name-drop a few al¬ 
ready well known comrades on a rela¬ 
tively obscure website discussion 
board. 

Third, we have to ask ourselves - 
given the manifestly farcical nature of 
the security explanation of this inci¬ 
dent - just why do the SWP manda¬ 
rins insist on fostering this hysterical 
laager mentality? In previous years we 
have noted - and mocked - the way the 
SWP has indulged in (extremely) am¬ 
ateur dramatics over its conference - 
as if it were an illegal organisation 
operating underground. 

The date, venue and proceedings 
are supposed to be a closely guarded 
secret - they never are, of course. 
Delegates and visitors are warned not 
to advertise the fact that a gathering 
of a (legal) party is going on. Confer¬ 
ence documents are numbered and 
have to be handed back to the organ¬ 
isers. People are warned not to display 
lapel badges. Careless talk costs - if 
not yet lives - then certainly jobs, peo¬ 
ple are warned 

All crap, of course. F or political par¬ 
ties of the working class operating 
under conditions of legality - as op¬ 
posed to besieged opportunist sects 


intent on posturing as ‘Bolsheviks’ - 
publicity is something to be positive¬ 
ly welcomed. After all, even the ‘offi¬ 
cial’ Communist Party of Great Britain 
held its two-yearly congresses in the 
presence of a small mediaposse. Apart 
from one special closed session, eve¬ 
rything else was open to be reported 
by the capitalist and leftwing press. 
Likewise, conferences of the Scottish 
Socialist Party are open - keynote 
speeches and controversial debates 
feature on Scottish TV news, the front 
page of the Herald and elsewhere. 

Of course, the Bolsheviks did hold 
some of their conferences and con¬ 
gresses abroad due to tsarist oppres¬ 
sion Even so, every effort was made 
to fully inform the politically con¬ 
scious public of all debates and deci¬ 
sions. Far from disputes being hidden 
away - as if such things were a sign of 
weakness, something to be ashamed 
of - they were highlighted and care¬ 
fully and exhaustively explained in the 
Bolshevik press, where feasible min¬ 
utes were published to encourage an 
active understanding of factional ar¬ 
guments and alignments. 

Indeed, SWP comrades should re¬ 
call the second conference of the 
RSDLP - which actually saw the ini¬ 
tial split of the party into its Bolshe¬ 
vik and Menshevik wings. Not only 
was this seminal gathering analysed 
in exhaustive detail in Lenin’s One 
step forward, two steps back , but so 
were near-verbatim minutes of the 
entire conference, which, with forced 
changes of venue, lasted over a peri¬ 
od of weeks. Lenin recommended that 
party members “make a broad and in¬ 
dependent study of the minutes”, as 
this record was “unique of its kind and 
unparalleled for its accuracy, com¬ 
pleteness, comprehensiveness, rich¬ 
ness and authenticity; a picture of 
views, sentiments and plans drawn by 
the participants in the movement 
themselves; a picture of the political 
shades existing in the party, showing 
their relative strength, their mutual 
relations and their struggles”. This 
was not casual advice: Lenin regard¬ 
ed it as the “ duty of every party mem¬ 
ber who wishes to take an intelligent 
share in the affairs of their party” to 
undertake this detailed analysis. 

And these minutes were published 
openly - even though Lenin acknowl¬ 
edged that the “opponents” of the 
party would “gloat and grimace over 
our disputes”. He brushed off these at¬ 
tacks as “pinpricks” that would not 
divert communists from their “self-crit¬ 
icism and ruthless exposure of their 


own shortcomings” (www.marxists. 
com). 

Contrast that wonderfully healthy, 
transparent working class tradition 
with the narrow, timid and crudely 
bureaucratic mindset of the SWP cen¬ 
tral committee member who phoned 
comrade Matt Kidd on the day after 
the conference to angrily tell him that 
not only were his actions wrong, but 
that SWP members “shouldn’t post 
on” such discussion boards at all 
(posting, January 9). 

There is a tradition of this kind ofban 
in the SWP, of course. In 1995, we saw 
the diktat by the SWP leadership at¬ 
tempting to keep members from certain 
sections of the internet. Justifying this 
monstrous move, it was suggested 
that this global means of potentially 
anonymous debate could lead to the 
situation where others could “take part 
in discussions that do not concern 
them” - whatever they might be (see 
Weekly Worker July 11 1996). 

The ugly truth is that the leadership 
of the SWP clearly believes its own 
membership should not be ‘con¬ 
cerned’ with the direction, political 
perspectives and operative pro¬ 
gramme of their own organisation. 
The rank and file of the party are re¬ 
garded - and for the most part treated 
- as paper-selling dolts, purely as ‘in¬ 
struments’ to do the donkey work for 
the latest ‘get rich quick’ scheme daz¬ 
zling the leadership. 

This explains the deplorable treat¬ 
ment of a young comrade like Matt 
Kidd, the scandalous lack of democ¬ 
racy and accountability that John 
Molyneux has pointed to and the con¬ 
trived ‘security’ hysteria that sur¬ 
rounds what are politic al questions. 
The idea that MI 5 do not know in 
detail the differences of opinion and 
political nuance that divide the SWP 
central committee is not an idea that 
is worthy of serious consideration. 
The only people therefore that these 
bureaucrats effectively conspire 
against are their own members and the 
wider workers’ movement. 

In conclusion, we wish comrade 
Kidd well and urge him to stay in or¬ 
ganised revolutionary politics. The 
comrade writes, rather forlornly, than 
his actual intention in publishing 
what he did was “to prove to people 
on [this list] that the SWP was in fact 
democratic, and I hoped this would 
change some ex-members’ minds” 
(January 9). 

Clearly, John Rees and co have taught 
him some rather brutal tacts about the 
reality of SWP ‘democracy’ • 


Even the ‘official’ Communist 
Party of Great Britain held its two- 
yearly congresses in the presence 
of a small media posse 
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AUSTRALIA 


Trouble on the beach 


A month after race riots in Sydney, Marcus Strom points to a 
crisis in official multiculturalism in Australia 


A nyone who has travelled to 
Australia will know the central 
role the beach plays in our na¬ 
tional myths and identities. In A secret 
country John Pilger writes: “The 
beach is Australia’s true democracy ... 
We have found our freedom by tak¬ 
ing our clothes off and doing nothing 
of significance.” He says the beach is 
a “link with our ancient continent” and 
points out that “there are no proprie¬ 
torial rights on an Australian beach”, 
where you will find “a share das sump¬ 
tion of tolerance for each other”. 

While it would be easy to dismiss 
these notions as the fond reminis¬ 
cences of a long-time expatriate from 
Bondi, there is an aspect of truth in 
what he says. Like Pilger, I grewup in 
a Sydney beach suburb; and, while 
there was an aspect of the rose-tinted 
democracy he describes in A secret 
country , that was largely for the locals. 
Yet that truth has always been con¬ 
tested. And it was all blown away on 
December 11, when another, uglier 
side of Australia was on full display. 

A chauvinist mob of 5,000 gathered 
at North Cronulla to deliver a stark 
message: “no wogs” and “no Lebs” 
(Lebanese-Australians) on “our” 
beaches; “leave our women alone”; 
“we grew here, you flew here”; and so 
on. They gathered in response to an 
alleged assault on two surf life savers 
by a “Lebanese gang”. They random¬ 
ly attacked anyone they thought had 
a Middle Eastern appearance (includ¬ 
ing an Aboriginal bloke). Those gath¬ 
ered were a hodgepodge of 
Anglo-Celtic Australians, boozed-up 
local youth from Sydney’s Sutherland 
Shire, racist ring-ins looking for a 
stoush, chauvinist flag-wavers seek¬ 
ing scapegoats and a tiny smattering 
of ultra-right boneheads. 

The following night, a convoy of 
about 50 cars containing young, main¬ 
ly Lebanese-Australian men from 
Sydney’s west drove through Marou- 
bra and Cronulla, smashing cars, as¬ 
saulting and threatening people in 
what was seen as a revenge attack. 

While much of the hysteria of that 
day seems to have melted away in 
Sydney’s summer sun and the haze of 
a scorching-hot Christmas and new 
year, the issues and politics that led 
to these events have not vanished. 
Although establishment politicians, 
Labor and conservative, have tried to 
treat the riots as a mere law-and-order 
issue, it is clear to anyone with sense 
that such events do not appear out of 
thin air. And the whole shebang was 
threatening to re-ignite on January 26, 
Australia’s national day: the 218th an¬ 
niversary of New South Wales being 
declared a colony on behalf of George 
III. 

British readers may re call one of the 
first ‘reality’ TV shows, Sylvania Wa¬ 
ters. While the name sounds made up, 
and the stereotype lifestyle it por¬ 
trayed pandered to the prejudices of 
a British television audience, it is in 
fact a real suburb in Sydney’s Suther¬ 
land Shire. The ‘star’, Noe line Baker, 
and her white bread attitudes - xeno¬ 
phobia, relative affluence, an out¬ 
doors lifestyle and sun-and-sand 
culture - are a somewhat exaggerated 
and partial reflection of that Sydney 
region. In a large, multi-ethnic, cosmo¬ 
politan city, the ‘Shire folk’ are seen 
as a breed apart by the rest of Syd¬ 
ney. And many Shire folk like it that 
way. 

However, Cronulla is the only Syd¬ 
ney beach accessible by train by 
‘westies’- people from the poorer, re¬ 
source-deprived western suburbs. 
The mantra of the surfies and the club- 
bies (surf lifesavers, who, incidental¬ 


ly, despise each other) was the same: 
no wogs and no westies. In the 1960s, 
the beaches were the scene of gang 
violence between westies and surfies 
- Anglo tribes of a different age. 

Commentary has touched on many 
such sociological aspects that led to 
the latest disturbances: gang violence 
among a minority of Lebanese-Aus- 
tralian youth; urban tribalism; testo¬ 
sterone; sexism; alcohol; drugs; 
alienation. It is not a new problem. 

However, there is the little matter of 
incitement by the state and the polit¬ 
ical elite. Desperate to win the 2001 fed¬ 
eral election, prime minister John 
Howard claimed that asylum-seekers 
on the Tampa were threatening to 
throw their children overboard. It was 
a complete fabrication. He refused to 
allow the ship to dock on Australia’s 
mainland Infamously he summed up 
his government’s immigration policy: 
“We will decide who comes to this 
country and the circumstances in 
which they come.” Following the De¬ 
cember riots a newspaper cartoon 
depicted rioters’ T-shirts with the slo¬ 
gan, “We will decide who comes to this 
beach and the circumstances in which 
they come.” 

The Australian Labor Party has of- 
feredno opposition to Howard’s chau¬ 
vinism. Indeed it has fallen behind the 
law-and-order rhetoric on this and 
previous matters. The NSW Labor 
government introduced its ‘zero-tol¬ 
erance policy’ in relation to gang vio¬ 
lence in 199 8. Recently retired premier 
Bob Carr mentioned Lebanese gangs 
and urged police to target them. The 
current NSW Liberal opposition lead¬ 
er, Peter Debnam, has said that there 
are not enough Middle Eastern peo¬ 
ple in jail and that authorities should 
“lock up 200 Middle Eastern thugs” 
responsible for revenge attacks after 
the Cronulla riots. 

This week, NSW Labor premier 
Morris lemma has unveiled a breath¬ 
taking piece of political idiocy and 
short-term opportunism. Apparently 
the three Rs are not enough. Two 
more are needed: respect and respon- 
sibility. And the way to introduce 
these is to make it compulsory for 
school kids to sing the national an¬ 
them, Advance A us tr alia fair (I’m rea¬ 
sonably sure that “fair” does not refer 
to the colour of your skin, though you 
can never be sure in Australia). Fur¬ 
ther there will be lessons on “Austral¬ 
ian values” in NSW primary schools. 
No doubt this will make disaffected 
Lebanese-Australian youth feel right 
at home. And it’s bound to stop An¬ 
glo yobs waving the flag while punch¬ 
ing Arabs. Top idea, Morris. 

In the wake of the violence, the head 
of the police task force has been stood 
down after failing to release a CCTV 
security tape of a revenge attack by 
dozens of youths of Middle Eastern 
appearance on a sole white man in 
Sydney’s south. The right claimed 
that the footage was suppressed be¬ 
cause the police are ‘soft on ethnic 
crime’ (if anything, the opposite is the 
case). The real motive for doing so 
seemed to be to prevent a reignition 
of the violence. But the tape was 
leaked and this led to the scapegoat¬ 
ing of one police officer. The state gov¬ 
ernment clearly has offered no 
coherent response other than more 
laws. 

Further background. There were 
gang-rapes in western Sydney in the 
year 2000 where the accused or con¬ 


victed were young muslim men. The 
racial tension this caused, whipped up 
by premier Carr and various shock- 
jocks, helped fuel the December 11 
explosion Add to this the war on ter¬ 
rorism, 9/11, the Bali bombings and the 
recent anti-terror legislation and you 
have a heady cocktail. 

Those arrested for assault and af¬ 
fray will faceup to 15 years in jail un¬ 
der the state Labor government’s new 
laws, which would make Jack Straw 
blush. The laws also allow forthe lock- 
down and search of entire suburbs 
without recourse to a judge. The ac¬ 
cused have been denied bail and they 
are panicking - with some justification. 
Lebanese-Australian youth suffer 
high levels of unemployment and dis¬ 
crimination They are disproportion¬ 
ately represented in Sydney’s jails. 
And, once inside, are often organised 
in gangs. I wouldn’t want to be in the 
shoes of someone found guilty of 
‘Leb-bashing’ in an NSW prison. 

It is true that there are “Lebanese 
gangs” involved in organised crime. 
It is true that sexist attitudes exist 
among boys from Middle Eastern 
backgrounds, but organised crime 
exists across social and ethnic groups. 
Backward ideas towards women exist 
throughout society, including among 
Anglo boys at the beach (just read 
Kathy Lette’s Puberty blues). A crisis 
in masculinity throughout society is 
no excuse for the widespread racist 
scapegoating and vilification. 

What has been on display in Cro¬ 
nulla and after goes to the heart of 
one of the central political contradic¬ 
tions in modem Australia. There is a 
crisis in what I will call ‘official multi¬ 
culturalism’. The bigoted and chau¬ 
vinistic right has announced the 
ignominious collapse of multicultur¬ 
alism. There has been too much pan¬ 
dering to “the ethnics”, they whine. 
Witness the frenzied voices of The 
Daily Telegraph's Piers Ackermann, 
2GB’s repulsive Alan Jones and The 
Sydney Morning Herald's mercurial 
Paul Sheehan. 

Sheehan claims that the police pus¬ 
syfoot around Lebanese gangs while 
they charge Anglos with riot and af¬ 
fray. Jones went so far as to read out 
text messages on his radio show that 
encouraged people to attend Cronul¬ 
la on the day of the affray. The mes¬ 
sage read: “Come to Cronulla this 
weekend to take revenge. This Sun¬ 
day every Aussie in the Shire get 
down to North Cronulla to support the 
Leb and wog bashing day.” He cov¬ 
ered his arse by urging listeners not 
to take the law into their own hands. 

Meanwhile, the establishment left, 
and some voices on the conservative 
right, have merely said that multicul¬ 
turalism is just fine, thank you: the 
problem is either law and order or it is 
racism; or both. Right wing commen¬ 
tator Gerard Henderson stated: “It is 
unwise to draw Australia-wide con¬ 
clusions from the social disorder in 
parts of Sydney. What is at issue here 
is criminality - not the existence of 
wide-scale racism or the failure of 
multiculturalism” ( The Sydney Morn¬ 
ing Herald December 20 2005). 

In similar vein, Labor’s opposition 
leader, Kim Beazley, said: “Australian 
multiculturalism is alive and well. Just 
take a look a few weeks ago [at] the 
response to Australia’s World Cup 
win. Take a look at the people who 
were in the crowd. Take a look at the 
Sydney Olympics. Same thing. Syd¬ 


ney is one of the great multicultural 
cities of the world” (ALP website, 
www.alp.org.au, December 12 2005). It 
is telling that Beazley makes an explicit 
link between multiculturalism and 
unity around the bourgeois nation, to 
be promoted through sport. 

The socialist left outside the Labor 
Party is largely uncritical in its support 
for multiculturalism. This displays a 
superficial understanding of these 
matters. They take it all on face value. 
Who could be against a society of 
tolerance for all cultures? For the so¬ 
cialist left, the main problem is ‘capi¬ 
talism’ and‘racism’. But here they are 
in a quandary. How can the state be 
racist and espouse an ideology of 
multiculturalism? Of course, these 
things are contested within the state, 
but what is remaining of the 20th cen¬ 
tury left cannot have it both ways. 

Many of the various socialist com¬ 
mentaries correctly identified the 
Howard government’s scapegoating 
of refugees and asylum-seekers, 
alongside the vilification of ‘Middle 
Eastern extremists’ to justify its crim¬ 
inal invasion of Iraq, as factors behind 
the riots. However, most left organi¬ 
sations do not go much further than 
saying capitalism is the problem, and 
al 1 are silent on the cri si s in official mu!- 
ticuituralism. 

They see only a racist capitalist 
state attempting to use old-fashioned, 
19th-century-style racism to divide 
the working class. They defend mul¬ 
ticulturalism as a gain for the working 
class against a racist ruling class. 
According to Democratic Socialist 
Perspective, “Insofar as the policy of 
multiculturalism reflects greater re¬ 
spect for the right of ethnic communi- 
ties to maintain their cultural 
traditions, the party supports if’ ( DSP 
program p 103). 

Labor-TrotskyiteBob Gould is pret¬ 
ty uncritical in his gushing praise for 
multiculturalism. And, while he points 
out many of the positive features of 
migration, integration and cultural tol¬ 
erance, he merely sees it as a victory 
(which it partially is), but fails to no¬ 
tice the role played by multicultural¬ 
ism in cohering various waves of 
migration around the capitalist state 
(see members.optushome.com.au/ 
spainter/Multiculturalism.html, June 3 
1999). 

At least the D SP and Bob Gould 
attempt to engage in the politics of 
multiculturalism. Others are less con¬ 
vincing. The International Socialist 
Organisation says: “Racism is one of 
the best tools governments have to 
divide ordinary people and attempt to 
distract attention from the real threats. 
We need to oppose racism wherever 
it rears its ugly head. But we also need 
to build the movements that can offer 
a political alternative to the mass of 
people. The hope lies with the huge 
union mobilisations against the 
Howard government’s assault on 
workers’ rights and the continuing 
majority opposition to the continuing 
war in Iraq” (ISO statement, Decem¬ 
ber 13 2005). 

Scraping the barrel of economism, 
the Socialist Party likewise identified 
the union movement and the anti-war 
movement as the place to unify peo¬ 
ple in opposition to racism: “Racial 
tensions have been deliberately 
stoked up ... to scapegoat ethnic 
groups and divert attention away from 
social equality and working class uni¬ 
ty ... [T]he response must be to link 


the fight against racism to the need to 
end the system that breeds it ... The 
Socialist Party, like the militant un¬ 
ions, links the fight against racism to 
the fight for real and secure jobs for 
workers, for a 35-hour week without 
loss inpay to share out available work, 
for free education from childcare to 
university and for a massive expan¬ 
sion of public transport and free rec¬ 
reational facilities” (SP statement, 
December 2005). 

There you have it: the fight forthe 
35-hour week helps end racism. The 
disaffected youth rioting in France last 
year must have been rebelling against 
the watering down of the 35-hour week 
legislation then The lack of political 
vision in such statements is breath¬ 
taking. 

While capitalism came into the 
world steeped in blood and empire 
and racism, it has globalised and 
changed. It seeks top-down integra¬ 
tion of various national and ethnic 
groups. It seeks control of labour- 
power on a world scale, but must do 
this through various competing states. 
It seeks to incorporate around the 
nation-state the various waves of mi¬ 
gration that an increasingly globalised 
capital has dispersed. It seeks, in¬ 
vents, coopts or adapts to ideology 
that can achieve that. In Australia, as 
in the UK, that ideology is official mul¬ 
ticulturalism. 

Opinion polls conducted a week 
after the events at Cronulla showed 
that most people agree that there is an 
underlying racism in Australian soci¬ 
ety. This was flatly denied by John 
Howard and Kim Beazley (Beazley 
subsequently moderated his tone - no 
doubt after some focus group results 
came through on the matter). Yet, in 
an AC Nielsen survey of 1,423 voters 
on December 20, 81% said they sup¬ 
ported or strongly supported a poli¬ 
cy of multiculturalism. So do people 
just agree with the socialist left? Aus¬ 
tralia is racist and multiculturalism is 
a good thing. Or is the socialist left 
merely repeating the surface impres¬ 
sions of the majority of people with¬ 
out thinking deeper? 

One of the main problems is that 
multiculturalism views cultures as 
static. The dominant ‘host culture’ 
(Anzacs, the monarchy, Bradman, 
convicts, England, empire) must be 
welcoming and accommodating to the 
‘new Australians’ (noodles, falafels, 
islam, funny languages, smelly food). 
The reality is far more complex and 
official multiculturalism seeks to stifle 
that reality and that debate. 

The left has largely seen multicul¬ 
turalism as a victory against the rac¬ 
ist ‘white Australia’ policy that 
dominated right up to the 1970s. And 
the introduction of multiculturalism 
as government policy was a recogni¬ 
tion of, and response to, the battles 
of the ethnic rights movement, the 
trade unions, even the Communist 
Party. But it has, in essence, come to 
serve the needs of the ruling class in 
an increasingly diverse country. It is 
fundamentally about stability around 
the state: compartmentalised ‘ethnic’ 
groups become mere supplicants for 
funding and resources. 

Meanwhile, some working-class 
‘Anglo’ Australians feel left out - “left 
without even a stall at the multicultur¬ 
al fair”, as Sydney University academ¬ 
ic Ghassan Hage has written. It has 
alienated some, driving them into the 
realm of the nationalist and sometimes 
racist right. Witness the brief rise and 
fall of Pauline Hanson’s One Nation. 

These are controversial issues. 
There are deeper questions that re¬ 
quire a further article • 
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BIG BROTHER 



Dave Craig assesses George Galloway’s 
three weeks of‘reality’ TV 



T hings are looking pretty grim for 
George Galloway. As I write, he 
is facing a vote over eviction. 
The Sun called on Big brother fans to 
“get rid of the galling Galloway”. They 
put up a big billboard in his east Lon¬ 
don constituency saying: “Evict 
George from the house? You decide.” 
The house pictured in the back¬ 
ground of the poster is, of course, the 
House of Commons. The Sun de¬ 
clared that “pussy prat George Gallo¬ 
way has proved he is just as big a 
plonker as his mad mate, Saddam” 
(January 24). 

I am reminded of an adventure sto¬ 
ry by Conan Doyle about a French 
cavalry officer, Brigadier Gerard, dur¬ 
ing the Napoleonic wars. Gerard is 
captured and held at his majesty’s 
pleasure in Dartmoor prison. But he 
escapes. Since cloud cover hides the 
moon and stars, he runs for 10 miles 
in a northerly direction, using the wind 
to guide him. But when dawn breaks 
he sees Dartmoor prison is no more 
than 300 yards away. The wind had 
changed direction. He is back where 
he began. It seems so depressing af¬ 
ter such an effort. 

Brigadier Gerard tells us: “One les¬ 
son I have learned in my roaming life, 
my friends, is never to call anything a 
misfortune until you have seen the 
end of it. Is not every hour a fresh 
point of view?” The prison guards are 
looking for him miles away. They are 
not searching 300 yards from the pris¬ 
on. He could not have found a safer 
place to hide. Sometimes even a dis¬ 
aster has a silver lining. Let us not 
therefore rush to judgement while the 
saga is in progress. 

Certainly George has won me over. 
Not to Respect, of course. That organ¬ 
isation has been found seriously 
wanting in the last two weeks. I have 
been won over to Big brother. George 
told the housemates that he was the 
leading politician on the left. So I start¬ 
ed having a little peek to see how our 
champion was getting on. Would he 
slay the class enemies and emerge tri¬ 
umphant? Or would he be damaged? 

I should put my cards on the table. 
I am not anti-Galloway. He is no bet¬ 
ter or worse politically than most of 
the Labour lefts. And on the Iraq war 
his record was very good. It was ex¬ 
cellent that one of the war’s harshest 
critics was able to beat Blair’s toady 
in Bethnal Green. But, with Galloway, 
what you see is what you get. I there¬ 
fore doubt that anybody is under any 
illusions. Yet my view is the opposite 
of the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty’s. 
The AWL will not join Respect be¬ 
cause of George Galloway, whereas I 
hadnotjoinedwith Galloway because 
of Respect. It is politics, not person¬ 
alities, that is the key question. 

Respect has got crap Labourite pol¬ 
itics. It promotes economism, the 
failed reformism of the past It has no 
real strategy for the current period. It 
is not committed to the fight for de¬ 
mocracy and it clearly does not organ¬ 
ise with any basic democratic norms 
or culture. And it is not intending to 
become a new party. It treats the rest 
of the left with barely concealed con¬ 
tempt. It treats its own members in the 
same way if they dare to criticise. 

Anybody who went to the January 
21 RMT ‘working class representa¬ 
tion’ conference could see the score. 
The Respect/Socialist Workers Party 
speakers put on their best non-sectar¬ 
ian face for the RMT. They even made 
a joke about Big brother. But the 
mask slipped when Paul Holborrow 


warned the conference that the “Re¬ 
spect ship has already left the port” - 
by which he meant, ‘You lot have been 
left behind’. Well, if so, it has depart¬ 
ed without the working class, without 
the trade unions and without the rest 
of the socialist movement Is it possi¬ 
ble they set off from the wrong port, 
going in the wrong direction? 

This whole Big brother farrago has 
surely proved my point. Where was 
Respect when George was getting 
stuck in? Going round looking embar¬ 
rassed and saying it was nothing to 
do with them. I beg to differ. They 
failed to plan a political campaign 
around Galloway’s intervention. They 
did not even seem to know what was 
going on. What sort of organisation 
is that? Respect seemed to have wok¬ 
en up as startled as the rest of us to 
see George, suitcase already packed, 
disappearing over the horizon. 

So what is Big brother all about and 
how did our class struggle champion 
get on? I come from the SWP’s Pat 
Stack school of traditional thinking. 
Big brother is a load of tosh. Why 
would anybody except morons waste 
theirprecious time watching it? If I had 
looked at it briefly before it was only 
to wonder what was the point of 
watching people standing round do¬ 
ing inane things. This was surely the 
product of Thatcherism, which had 
alienated young people. They should 
be told to turn off the telly and engage 
in revolutionary activity. Whilst this 
thinking remains valid, it reflects a 
one-sided and philistine view. 

Big brother is like the state. It con¬ 
trols the lives of its subjects. It lays 
down the rules and watches the 
housemates’ every move. It controls 
the amount of food they get and of¬ 
fers rewards for good behaviour. Yet 
they are not the proletariat. There is 
no work to be done except preparing 
food. Their existence is one of idle¬ 
ness. This is not ‘ reality’ TV. It humil¬ 
iates them and plays divide and rule. 
It has taken Galloway’s intervention 
to show how political it really is. Be¬ 
hind the Big brother facade are the 


bosses of Channel 4. As The Inde¬ 
pendent on Sunday confirmed, “The 
Big brother bosses had the claws out 
for Galloway” (January 15). 

The politics works on two levels - 
small ‘p’ politics inside the house and 
big ‘P’ politics on the outside. Not 
knowing anything about Big broth¬ 
er , I naively thought Galloway would 
be able to use it as a political platform. 
But this was a false perspective for 
two reasons. The other celebs were a 
bit resistant to any preaching. More 
to the point, there is considerable ed¬ 
iting and censorship. Channel 4 
would not allow Big brother to be 
used as a party political broadcast on 
behalf of Respect. No doubt the gov¬ 
ernment would have been keeping a 
watchful eye on the situation, remind¬ 
ing Channel 4 of its ‘obligations’. 

But Big brother is about small ‘p’ 
politics - the interpersonal politics of 
daily life. The situation is artificially 
manipulated across the dialectic of ri¬ 
valry/competition as against cooper¬ 
ation/solidarity. Should people 
compete or cooperate when faced 
with the traps laid for them? Are Yanks 
and Brits different? Should women be 
called “trollops”? What about gorilla 
coats? Can a black contestant win? 
Should we defend the vulnerable or 
kick them when they are down? Can 
we relate to or understand a cross¬ 
dresser like Pete? 

It is at the level of personal dynam¬ 
ics that politics can fascinate. It is the 
old slogan that the personal is politi¬ 
cal. And it seems to fascinate millions, 
especially young people. It is the same 
interest that people have in the soaps. 
Young people are especially interest¬ 
ed in learning more about relationships. 

How do or how should people be¬ 
have in modem life? How should fam¬ 
ily, sexual and interpersonal relations 
be conducted? This is highly political, 
even though it is not often recognised 
as such. If young people are not in¬ 
terested in politics, it is because they 
associate it with boring bourgeois pol¬ 
iticians. Butthey are interested in this. 
And of course soaps and Big broth¬ 


er are transmission belts for bour¬ 
geois ideas and social values. 

Should socialists intervene at this 
level of politics? Of course we should. 
And do we have anything to say 
about this? I think we have. So I think 
there is nothing wrong in principle 
with Galloway going into the lions’ 
den. The question is whether this is 
recognised as a sphere of class strug¬ 
gle and the ‘party’ is primed \xp polit¬ 
ically for the battle - both inside and 
outside the house. That was obvious¬ 
ly not the case here. But if Respect 
was not ready for action then it was 
heading for trouble. 

Inside the house George got off to a 
bad start and could have been kicked 
out at the first opportunity. But he sur¬ 
vived. Then Big brother ambushed 
him with the animal impersonations. 
Some people thought his cat imitation 
went too far. It was a bit creepy to see 
him seeming to enjoy having his ‘fur’ 
stroked by Rula Lenska. But so what? 
Most human beings like having their 
fur stroked from time to time. At least 
he was not being a stuck up, pompous 
politician. He did as he was required. 
Hej oined in the spirit of the task as part 
of the collective. 

Meanwhile in the real world of big 
‘P’ politics the knives were out. All the 
machinery of bourgeois politics, the 
press and politicians, was ready for 
war and revenge. The lion that roared 
in Washington had turned into a little 
pussycat. MPs of all parties lined up 
to denounce Galloway. He was a cad 
and bounder and everybody should 
regret having voted for him instead of 
that nice Mr Blair and his friend, the 
hard working and dedicated Oona 
King. 

The BBC’s Radio 4 even went to the 
extraordinary length of commission¬ 


ing a special poem by Ian McMillan 
called the Mystery cat. It had choice 
lines like “George Galloway’s a mys¬ 
tery cat, an enigmatic puss, who slinks 
around the BB house, and kicks up 
quite a fuss.” Or “George Galloway’s 
an MP, but voters stand in line, At his 
vacant surgery while he sits quaffing 
wine.” 

Next came the solemn and stem pro¬ 
nouncements about Galloway’s ne¬ 
glect of his duties to the working 
class. Government chief whip Hilary 
Armstrong launched a petition calling 
on him to get back to his constituen¬ 
cy. The Daily Mirror said that “Gal¬ 
loway has been criticised for 
neglecting his duties as an MP” and 
going on Big brother to “get publici¬ 
ty” (January 23). Getting publicity is 
something odious which the rest of 
our high-minded politicians never 
stoop to! And more. Bethnal Green 
and Tower Hamlets have been ne¬ 
glected by every government for dec¬ 
ades. They have starved it of money, 
houses and jobs. Yet Galloway is ab¬ 
sent for two weeks and politicians 
queue up to denounce him for neglect. 
What do we learn from this? There is 
a pungent smell of hypocrisy at the 
heart of government? That MPs are 
such important people that we cannot 


survive without them? 

Then it was pointed out that Gallo¬ 
way could not appear in the House of 
Clowns if he was clowning around in 
the Big brother house. I have no time 
for this either. The Commons is a pa¬ 
thetic institution. It has little power, 
which it is frightened to use. It is treat¬ 
ed with contempt by government. This 
house is largely empty, whilst its many 
bars are full. MPs know this. Real pow¬ 
er lies in the ministries, the boards of 
the multinationals, and in the financial 
centres of power in the City 

Of course, this does not prevent 
MPs pretending it is very important 
when the situation is to their advan¬ 
tage. If we had any honesty they 
would have told the truth. Although 
Galloway was absent from the House 
of Clowns it would have made no dif¬ 
ference had he sat there day and night 
At least with Big brother it is possi¬ 
ble to see what your MP is getting up 
to 24 hours a day, seven days a week 

Meanwhile the Daily Mail was not 
untypical of the press when it de¬ 
clared Galloway “public enemy Nol” 
(January 20). It claimed he was “vili¬ 
fied by people he’s paid to represent, 
hated by his fellow contestants”. 
Supporters of Muslim preacher Omar 
Bakri Mohammed issued a fatwa at¬ 
tacking Galloway and describing him 
as the “lowest of the low”. George 
was declared dead and buried. No 
more would he be able to embarrass 
Blair or Bush. 

With everybody attacking him and 
nobody defending him in the outside 
world, things were looking pretty 
bleak. But it was not all over. It became 
clear that George began to win some 
support and respect from the rest of 
the housemates. After he survived the 
first exit, Pete Bums, the cross-dress¬ 


er, declared he had been wrong to 
nominate George. He now believed 
that Galloway was a positive factor 
which held it all together. George 
seemed to become a leader. When 
they were depressed by lack of food 
it was Galloway who said they were 
much better off than the starving mass¬ 
es in the third world. It helped them 
calm down and get a sense of perspec¬ 
tive. 

Then there was the game involving 
each housemate getting into a claus¬ 
trophobic cardboard box to see who 
could survive the longest and emerge 
the winner. Galloway came up with a 
plan. Instead of competing they 
should all act together. They should 
collectively decide that one of them 
should be the winner and all the rest 
should simply leave their boxes. Af¬ 
ter a short period they came round to 
see that cooperation and unity was the 
only way they could triumph. They 
decided to let Rula Lenska win, as she 
was under the greatest stress. As a 
result of their collective action there 
was a real sense of solidarity. They 
could win against the BB machine if 
they could stick together. Galloway re¬ 
minded us about Spartacus. 

From being one of the first to be 
nominated, George survived the next 


It started to go downhill. As in the 
real world, acts of solidarity were 
too few and the ability of BB to 
set one against the other too 
powerful 
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the house 


eviction without nomination. 

But then it started to go downhill. As in 
the real world, these acts of solidarity were 
too few and the ability of BB to set one 
against the other too powerful. George broke 
the rules on discussing nominations twice. 
The punishments meted out were designed 
to damage his relations with the rest. He was 
unable to counteract it and the housemates 
began to divide into two opposed camps. It 
led to a vote on whether Galloway could 
take part in the next round of nominations. 
Galloway lost this vote 4-3. 

That was bad enough. But his reaction 
was worse. He was absolutely furious, 
especially with Preston, the lead singer of 
the Ordinary Boys, and not much enam¬ 
oured with form er TV ‘persona lity ’ Micha el 
Barrymore. Preston, who had previously 
confessed to having been won over by 
Galloway and really respecting him, now 
described him as a “cheating politician”. 
Galloway declared: “I don’t think I’m ever 
going to forget having my rights taken 
away from me. If I ever have the chance to 
repay those who took my rights - inside or 
out ...” This sounded both menacing and 
ridiculous at the same time (remember, he 
was talking about the ‘right’ to nominate a 
member of the house for eviction). 

Next came the bank game, when the 
housemates were divided into two groups 
with instructions to lie to each other for the 
sake of a bigger food budget. One group 
was then able to view on camera the priv¬ 
ileges enjoyed by the other. Divide and rule 
was never better organised Again this led 
to bitter exchanges, with Galloway rather 
pompously declaring that the naive Pres¬ 
ton was a “sneak and a liar and exposed to 
the whole country”. 

Then Galloway had an unpleasant bust- 
up with Barrymore. George was furious that 
B anymore had ‘betrayed” him. He claimed 
that Barrymore was only interested in him¬ 
self. He was the worst self-obsessive Gallo¬ 
way had ever come across. Given his time 
in the House of Clowns, this is difficult to 
believe. In any case Barrymore was not in 
the best of mental health. Even if it was true, 
Barrymore came out of the exchanges with 
some dignity, whilst Geoige was left look¬ 
ing either petty or vindictive. It wasn’t a 
pretty sight. It was embarrassing to see Gal¬ 
loway behave in this way. 

Later, when Galloway’s allies were alone 
discussing these events, housemate Tra¬ 
ci Bingham, the Baywatch actress, tells 
them that she thinks Barrymore may be 
crying. Galloway says that Barrymore has 
cried a few times and so has rap star Mag¬ 
got. George is disgusted and says, “What 
kind of men are they?” I was reminded of 
the previous occasion when Pete had 
made an extended verbal attack on Traci 
designed to humiliate her. Galloway sat in 
the room and said nothing. That was not 
his finest hour. 

My conclusion takes me back to Briga¬ 
dier Gerard. It is too soon to say how this 
will pan out. Galloway took a gamble and 
went into the BB house. He opened the 
door to heavy attack by bourgeois politi¬ 
cians. But the claim that Galloway is ne¬ 
glecting Bethnal Green is hypocritical. The 
claim that Galloway has been absent from 
the Commons is part of the pretence that 
parliament is anything other than a rubber 
stamp for the government. Neither should 
we play the bourgeois game of humiliat¬ 
ing Galloway because of the cat business 
nor the red leotard BB required him to wear. 
Let us not play the game of the reaction¬ 
ary rags like The Sun and laugh at Gallo¬ 
way. Laugh instead at the pomposity of 
bourgeois politicians and salute George for 
his courage and indefatigability. 

But what of Galloway behaving like a 
representative of socialism and the work¬ 
ing class in the Big brother house? He was 
at his best when he turned the box game 


into a collective act of solidarity. But, as far 
as I can see, he blew it in the end, as the 
game approached its final meltdown. There 
is a competitive side to Galloway, which 
seems unpleasant, if not malicious. Big 
brother shows the destructive nature of 
competition. It shows the power of the 
state to control what we know, and can say, 
and to manipulate people, one against an¬ 
other. Fighting each other is playing the 
bosses’ game and in the end Galloway fell 
into the trap. 

Our criticism of Gallo way is not the same 
as that of bourgeois politicians and editors. 
There is nothing in principle wrong with 
using Big brother as a site for class strug¬ 
gle. But the question is how does this re¬ 
late to Respect, the working class in 
Bethnal Green or the wider working class 
and socialist movement? What plans did 
Respect have for this struggle? What cam¬ 
paign did Respect run locally or nationally 
to support Galloway? How did Respect 
prepare working class constituents for this 


and how might it be advantageous to 
them? Of course the Respect organisation 
can run surgeries in Galloway’s absence 
and help local people with problems. But 
did Respect negotiate any provision with 
Channel 4 for Galloway to be called out for 
special or emergency situations? BB is a 
game, so ‘walking out’ for principled rea¬ 
sons serves us better than ‘winning’. 

When everything is weighed up and a 
balance sheet drawn, Galloway will merely 
have confirmed our previous assessment 
of him. It is Respect which has been shown 
up. The Respect rank and file have no con¬ 
trol or accountability over the Respect lead¬ 
ership. Neither has that leadership any 
control over Galloway. The Big brother 
struggle was about Galloway, not about 
Respect. It is not Respect that we need, but 
anew mass working class party, which cam¬ 
paigns together and keeps its leaders un¬ 
der control. And, when I used the phrase 
“courage and indefatigability”, I was, of 
course, referring to the working class • 



Mixed results 


J anuary 25 turned out to be quite 
a day for George Galloway. Forget 
about the latest ‘scandal’ jubi¬ 
lantly ‘exposed’ by The Guardian 
and the Evening Standard , accord¬ 
ing to whom the serious fraud office 
might launch a criminal investigation 
against him relating to alleged corrup¬ 
tion surrounding the oil-for- food pro¬ 
gramme. Hot air, which is bound to 
come to nothing. 

If anything, this was a smokescreen 
intended to cover up the fact that The 
Daily Telegraph had on the same day 
lost its appeal against Galloway. They 
now have to cough up the £2 million 
in legal fees, incurred when Galloway 
sued them for publishing ‘evidence’ 
which was supposed to prove that he 
had taken money from Saddam Hus¬ 
sein. Communists celebrate this small 
victory against a nasty rightwing rag. 

Less agreeable from his point of 
view is his unsurprising eviction from 
Celebrity big brother. “That was my 
last election and I lost it,” he told 
Channel 4 presenter Davina McCall. 
Not only did he not talk much politics 
(or did not get much aired). The few 
political bits Channel 4 did show made 


him look remote, unp leas ant and com¬ 
promised: for example, his musings 
about Saddam Hussein, who “wasn’t 
hated by the ordinary Iraqis”; only 
“by political opponents”. I think that 
might depend on which “ordinary Ira¬ 
qis” you asked. 

No wonder SWP comrades are so 
ashamed of the antics of Respect’s 
leading figure: not only was his lack 
of accountability and democracy thor¬ 
oughly exposed, but Galloway utter¬ 
ly failed to prove he was ‘different’ 
from other politicians. 

The way he two-timed most of the 
housemates - gossiping about them 
behind their backs and then spinning 
them a line about it - made him look 
like the archetypal bourgeois politi¬ 
cian. His strange inability to engage 
with them on a human (as opposed to 
feline) level also did not win him many 
new admirers. 

Undoubtedly, there will now be 
many more people who have heard 
about Galloway. But a good number 
of them will automatically start laugh¬ 
ing when they recall his appearance 
on Big brother • 

Tina Becker 


What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically ad¬ 
vanced workers into a Communist Party. Without organi¬ 
sation the working class is nothing; with the highest form 
of organisation it is everything 

The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many so-called 'parties’ on the 
left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members who 
disagree with the prescribed line’ are expected to gag 
themselves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the US-UK occupation of Iraq and 
stand against all imperialist wars but constantly strive to 
bring to theforethe fundamental question - ending war is 
bound up with ending capitalism. 

Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive partiesof all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, 'One state, one party’. Tot he 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EUw ide trade uni onsand a Communist Party 
of the EU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without 
a global Communist Party, a Communist International, 
the struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coor¬ 
dination. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working 
class as a whole. They dffer only in recognising the im¬ 
portance of Marxism as a guide to practice. Thattheory is 
no dogma, but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the 
future of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with 
war, pollution, exploitation and crisis. As aglobal system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

The capitalist class will never willinglyal low their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. 
They will resist using every means at their disposal. Com¬ 
munists favour using parliament and winning the biggest 
possible working class representation. But workers must 
be readied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, for¬ 
cibly if we must. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be gven a social content. 

We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland anda United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must befougit and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

Com munists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the 
struggle for peace and ecological sustainability are just 
as much working dassquestionsas pay, trade union rights 
and demands for high-quality health, housing and educa¬ 
tion. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democ¬ 
racy. It is theruleof the workingclass. Socialism is either 
democraticor, as with Stalin’sSoviet Union, itturns into its 
opposite. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploi¬ 
tation, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is 
general freedom and the real beginning of human his¬ 
tory. 

All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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Blair’s latest 
anti-social 
crackdown 



Authoritarian agenda 


B lair’s latest authoritarian moves 
to clamp down still further on 
‘anti-social’ behaviour should 
not come as any surprise. Since his 
entry into Downing Street in 1997, he 
has led a major assault on our 
freedoms. His government has creat¬ 
ed almost a thousand new criminal 
offences and increased police powers 
dramatically. The dictatorial state 
casts a shadow over our lives in a way 
that is unprecedented. 

Incredibly Blair slams his own high¬ 
ly expanded and powerful criminal 
justice system as “utterly useless” in 
containing disorder. As if the state 
was not overbearing enough, he 
claims more legislation is needed. Es¬ 
sentially he is determined to continue 
the reversal of the burden of proof for 
those facing criminal charges. Instead 
of the historical safeguard that the 
accused is innocent until proven 
guilty, now the onus in many minor 
offences is on the defendant to prove 
their innocence. But although he 
boasts of the impact of this approach 
- with 6,497 anti-social behaviour or¬ 
ders (asbos), 800 dispersal orders and 
170,000 penalty notices already in 
force - it is only a beginning. He is de¬ 
termined “to restore respect to the 
communities of Britain”(www.num 
ber-10. gov.uk/output/Page8 8 98. asp). 

More police powers are needed to 
fulfil his ambition - with summary 
judgement being doled out on the 
streets. He argues: “We are fighting 
21st century crime with 19th century 
methods” and “the real choice, the 
choice on the street, is not between a 
criminal law process that protects the 
accused and one that doesn’t; it is 
between a criminal law process that 
puts protection of the accused in all 
circumstances above and before that 
of protecting the public” (ibid). 

Already police issue a large number 
of penalty notices on the street, with 
no proof or legal advice for the per¬ 
son at the receiving end. They must 
be contested within three weeks 
(through a complex and inaccessible 
procedure) or else the recipient will be 
faced with a criminal conviction. The 
Human Rights Act, under which Brit¬ 
ain reluctantly signed up to the Gene¬ 
va Convention, is meaningless when 
it comes to the criminal justice system. 
Article 6 states: “Everyone charged 
with a criminal offence shall be pre¬ 
sumed innocent until proved guilty 
according to law.” Obviously not the 
case in Blair’s Britain. 

Even The Economist professes 
concern at the “generous funding 
and influence over lawmaking in re¬ 
cent years” granted to the police by 
Blair. Apparently even some police 
are uncomfortable with the degree 
of power they now possess 
(w ww. ec o nomis t. c om/Wor ld/eu - 
rope). Notwithstanding any objec¬ 
tions, however, Blair now wants to 
extend these powers to stop spitting 
in the street and other “disrespectful 
behaviour”. In particular ‘problem 
parents’ are to be tackled even more 
forcefully than before. 

Not controlling their offspring can 
lose them their homes, their benefits 
and result in care proceedings. Appar¬ 
ently they deserve not our sympathy, 


but our wrath. Dragged before mag¬ 
istrates, they can face fines or even 
custody and be ordered to attend 
compulsory parenting training. That 
and be placed in a national network 
of‘sin-bins’ - dumping ground estates 
and hostels for ‘problem families’. 

Blair is to democracy what Thatch¬ 
er was to trade unionism. He has been 
determined from the outset to increase 
police power and interference in our 
lives. The most impoverished and al¬ 
ienated stand accused as the malev¬ 
olent force undermining society. The 
fractured nature of life in inner cities 
is blamed on the poor bastards who 
have to live there. 

It is worthwhile taking a brief look 
at the use of asbos over the last year 
or so. Besides stopping the right of 
assembly for young people, they 
have been used to clear inner-city 
areas of prostitutes, beggars, drug 
addicts, alcoholics and the mentally 
ill. Statewatch reports that Manches¬ 
ter city council has taken soup kitch¬ 
ens to court to prevent them 
operating on the street. They are 
causing a nuisance since they attract 
scruffy, homeless people hoping to 
get something to eat 
(www. statewatch.org). 

Camden spearheaded the imposi¬ 
tion of asbos in 1998 and currently has 
five times more than any other coun¬ 
cil - used particularly to keep undesir¬ 
ables away from the Kings Cross area. 
The redevelopment resulting from the 
extension of Euro-star means that 
homeless people are moved on - main¬ 
ly to Westminster, which has object¬ 
ed and ratcheted up the use of asbos 
on its own patch in response. The 
homeless and vulnerable are contin¬ 
uously pushed from pillar to post, as 
each local authority attempts to re¬ 
move this ‘eyesore’ from its streets. 

Interestingly, the government pro¬ 
vides funding in proportion to the 
number of asbos imposed - Camden 
has done very well and others hope to 
follow. Prison is the usual consequence 
of any breach, and sentences of more 
than a year have been imposed for 


straying into the wrong street. 

There is no doubt that the numbers 
of people sleeping and begging in the 
streets has increased massively in the 
last 20 years. And it is equally clear that 
this problem has been created by gov¬ 
ernment policies. The Tory government 
cynically legislated for ‘care in the com¬ 
munity’ in 1989 and closed most exist¬ 


ing psychiatric hospitals. Tens of thou¬ 
sands of mentally ill people were 
dumped onto the streets. This was 
accompanied by a number of cuts in 
housing provision and the whittling 
away of the duty of local authorities to 
provide accommodation. Unsurpris¬ 
ingly this trend has continued under 
the present administration. Now if you 
are evicted from your property you are 
quite likely to be assessed as ‘intention¬ 
ally homeless’, therefore attracting no 
assistance. 

Cuts in benefits, closure of local 
authority homes, the voucher system 
for asylum-seekers - the list of attacks 
on the welfare state is apparently end¬ 
less. The government now plans to 
reduce the number claiming disability 
benefits by granting bonuses to GPs 
for refusing to issue sickness certifi¬ 
cates. All of these measures help cre¬ 
ate an environment of social 
dislocation. Working class solidarity 
and ability to resist is extraordinarily 
low. The state has succeeded in 
snatching back the gains won by our 
class when it was relatively strong and 
united. Now it attempts to police the 
consequences from above. Blair 
makes it clear that democracy is not 
an issue for him - but social control is. 

Thatcher’s defeat of the miners’ 


Great Strike was a strategic blow 
against our working class. It heralded 
many more attacks on the trade union 
movement, bringing with them d is em¬ 
powerment and limiting our ability to 
resist attack. The welfare state had 
been created to buy off the militancy 
produc ed by World War II. The move¬ 
ment at that time was defiant - and 


included demobbed soldiers trained in 
the use of arms. Unfortunately its lead¬ 
ership in the Communist Party was pro¬ 
grammatically unable to carry the 
struggle further than the acceptance of 
sops. Nevertheless the existence of a 
strongly organised working class was 
a pivotal factor right up to 1984-85. 

The liquidation of the Communist 
Party and the brave but defeated 
struggle of 1984-85 marked an impor¬ 
tant turning point Today despite mil¬ 
itant noises from some union leaders 
we are witnessing widespread sell¬ 
outs, including over pensions. How¬ 
ever, even in this period of low 
combativity the mobilisation against 
the Iraq war gave an indication of the 
potential strength of our class. 

We on the left need to address this 
problem not just by campaigning 
around individual issues. The answer 
is political. Not only the smashing of 
the anti-trade union laws and the de¬ 
feat of the government’s attacks on de¬ 
mocracy. We need to create a 
Communist Party armed with Marxi sm, 
not reformism. 

B lair claims that his father, who came 
from a working class family in Glasgow, 
would have been horrified at today’s 
‘yob culture’ and the lack of respect 
shown. He omits to mention, of course, 


the reasons for the alienation of many. 
What are the prospects for a young 
person growing up on a sink estate? 
Police intimidation, poverty, unem¬ 
ployment or dead-end jobs are hardly 
conducive to ‘respect’ - either for your- 
selforfellow members of working class 
communities. But in fact Blair wants 
young people to be compliant drones. 

These issues will be at the forefront 
of the forthcoming local election cam¬ 
paign. We need to oppose the crimi- 
nalisation of young people, as well as 
of all those at the sharp end of attacks 
on democracy. We need to encourage 
tenants committees to deal with anti¬ 
social problems on their own estates, 
not rely on the police or the council - 
there have been several examples of 
campaigns against asbos and heavy 
police presence in areas of London, 
including Hackney. However, they are 
isolated and limited. What is neces¬ 
sary is for working class people to 
begin to take these questions into 
their own hands. 

But what will Respect do? At its 
November 2005 annual conference 
there was a big argument over a mo¬ 
tion which contained a clause calling 
for the raising of the age of criminal 
responsibility from 10 to 16. This 
would in fact simply bring it into line 
with much of the rest of Europe. 

No speakers in the debate support¬ 
ed asbos, but I spoke to a number of 
delegates who did. According to 
them, something had to be done about 
anti-social behaviour. Because Re¬ 
spect refuses to take on the question 
of the state, it cannot offer any seri¬ 
ous answers. 

Stupidly, we have been ridiculed by 
some on the left because we raise the 
need for working class self-defence. 
The solution to the problems of polic¬ 
ing lies in the hands of our own class, 
not in dependence on the state. We 
want tenants and residents committees 
to organise themselves democratical¬ 
ly to protect their community and act 
against unruly elements themselves. 
The answer has to come from below • 
Anne Me Shane 
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